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PREFACE

This report is one of a series documenting a study of alternative
schools in Americap education, sponsored by the National Institute of
Education under Contract B2C-5326. There are six other volumes in the

series, all published or forthcoming under the general title, 4 Study

‘of Alternatives in American Education:

-

Vol. I: District Policies and the Implementation of

_ thange, by G. V. Bass, R-2170/1-NIE. °

o ) ]

Vol. [[I: The Role of the Principal, by M. A. Thomas,
R~2170/2~NIE.

Vol. 1IV: Family Choice in Schooling, by R. G. Bridge
and J. Blackman, R~2170/4-NIE.

Vol. V: Diverstity in the Classroom, by P. Barker,
T. Bikson, and J. Kimbrough, R-2170/5-NIE.

A8 Vol. VI: Student Outeomes at #Alwn Rock, 1973-1976,
by F. J. Capell, with ghe assistance of
L. Doscher, R-2170/6-NIE. *

Vol. VII: Swmmary and Policy Im_pifc'aﬁons, by the _ %
Educational and Human Resources Program,
R-2170/7-NIE.

This study had its origins in 1972. In April of that year, the
Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) funded an education voucher demon-~
stration in Alum Rock, California, ‘and awarded a study and evaluetion
contract to ThesRand Corporation. Voucher systems require that funds
for education be dlstriguted directly to families in the foyy of cer-
tificates, which families can then use to purchase educatio&kat schools

. . 1 , ]
of their choice. The government wished to test a voucher model that

1Findings for the first year of the voucher demonstration (1972-73)
are reported in Daniel Weiler et al., A Public School Voucher Demenstra-
tion: The First Year at Alwm Rock, The Rand Cocrporation, R-1495-NIE,
June 1974, 4 vols. Alum Rock is an independent elementary school dis-~
trict in San Jose, California. »
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included competing public and private schools. wifh complex regulations
designed to protect and adygnce the interests of disadvantaged fami-
lies.2 But the OEO agr%ement with Alum Rock did not require immadiate
‘implementation of this model. 1In lieu ;f private schogls participating
in the demonstratidh,’Alum Rock was to encourage parent choice and
stimulate competition tetween schools--two key objectives of the voucher
_plan--by creating multiple programs within the public schools. Parents
would be informed about their options and encouraged to select the pro-
grams they preferred %or their children. Alum Rock and OEO agreed that
this. "public schools, only" model was to be a '"transition" toward a more
complete voucher demonstration, and -OEQ centinued to seek additione’
demonstration sites for a more extensive test of the voucher idea. The
demonstration began in September 1972 with six school , organized as
twenty-two "mini-schools" offering a variety of educational approaches.
. By the end of the second year of the demonstration--Spring 1974--
sponsorship of the voucher program had been assumed by the National
Institute of Education. The transition to a‘full—scale model in Alum
Rock had not taksn place, and no new cites haa joined the demonstration.
Rand and NIE agreed, however, that while 'a more complete voucher test
might sfill be arranged in Alum Rock or elsewhere, the existing demon-
- stration was of irnterest in its own right: Thirtezn public schools
were offering forty-five program options to parents.3 In effect, Alum
Rock was testing a variant of an innovation that a number of observers
\  had argued could improve the quality of public education--alternative
schools. -
It was agreed that while the main study would continue to concen-
trate on Alum Rock™ in 1974-75, a small side ctudy would be undertaken
to explore the nature of the alternative schools movement in other

&

S

? The "regulated compensatory' voucher model was originally pro-
posed in a 1970 study commissioned by OEO. See Center for the Study of
Public Policy, Education Vouchers: A Report on Financing Elementary
Eduration by Grants to Parents, Cambridge, Mass., December 1970..

-t

3There were at one time more than fifty mini-schools available to
participating parents, in fourteen demonstration schools. Ten Alum
Rock schools never joined the demonstration,

(oh
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districts. This study identified a numbe
sis might yield a better understanding oq the issues associated with
implementing alternative schools. Manx/df these issues had already
surfaced in Alum Rock.

By the fourth year of the demonstration (1975-76), prospects for
creat;eéhg more comprehensive test of the voucher model had diminished
apprec1ab1y, while the work that had alrzady been accomplished in Alum

Rock constituted a useful base for a modest comparative study of alter-

of areas where further analy-
7/

native schools.
that year toward

were being tried:

Accordingly, some project resources were shifted in
the study of three new sites where alternative schools

Cincinnati, Ohio; Fugene, Oregon; and Minneapolis,

. 4
Minnesota.

Data collection from these sites and Alum Rock was com-

pleted in 1976-77.

This report examines teachers' perceotions of and attitudes toward
alternative schools, including parental choice, program diversity and
quality, admission polixies, and participatory decisionmaking. In
short, the report (1) identifies those features of alternatives that
are most significant to teachers, (2) clarifies possible relations
between district policies governing alternatives and teachers' responses
to those_alternativés, and (3) makes recommendations based on those dis-
tricts' experiences that might assist others in deciding tc impiement 7

educational alternatives.

Criteria and methods for site selection are discussed. in Chapter
I of Vol. I in this series: District Policies and the Implementation
of -Change, by G. V. Bass.

-~
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SUMMARY

Recognizing that there is no definitive meghod for educating all
children, many school districts have experimented with policies and
programs that offer educational alte?natives. Some of these experi- )
ments have produced successful, ongoing programs; many have not.
Teachers' perceptions of alternatives and attit;des toward them are
among the strongest determinants of a program's viability. In light
of this fact, communities considering alterna}ive programs necd to know
how district policies and strategies influence those gérceptions and .
attitudes. This.report addresses *hat question and offers recommen-
dations that may help policymakers and administrators implement edu-
cational alternatives.

As part of a larger Rand Corporation stué& of educational.alter—
natives, this analysis of féaphér response uses fieldwork and data
collected froméﬁour sites: Alum Rock, California; Cincinnati, Ohio;
Eugene, Oregon; aqd Minneapolis,; Minnesota. The data for each dis-
trict include teacher surveys, field notes from visits to several
alternative programs;-interviews with teachers, administrators, and
parents, and documents describing the district's system of a.terna-
tives. Although based on data from only four sites (primarily Alum
Rock), the findings agree w%}h p;evious research on how teachers evalu-
ate and respond to alternative programs. A

Teachers tend to evaluate a program on its advantages and disad-
vantages for parents, students, and themselves. They judge its rela-
tive advantages for themselves by how the program affects their work-
ing conditions-~personal control over wherg, what, and how they teach;
workload; peer .ela*ionships; and resource distribution. '

Teachers, genc ..ly, agree on three poténtially negative effects

B

of alternative programs:

o Although most teachers favor the parental choice that alter-
.natives offer, they are more concerned about the effects on

students. The data show that teachers were highly skeptical

o
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‘?hdg:harents could or would make good educational choiées
for their childEen. Many also had doubts about the positive
: " educational effects of alternatives in gen%ral. N

o Despite the fact that many teachefs see their increased in- 1
fluenge over educational and other school-level decisions as

-~ an advantage of alternative programs, most are reluctant to
.have managerial duties added to théir teaching duties. In
the study, the greatest number of complaints about workloads
came from districts that gave teachers primary responsibility

. for developing and managing programs, without corresponding

released time. l .

o Limited resources and pressure from parents often make dis-

tricts house several programs in one (usually neighborhood)

. school. However, most teachers prefer working in single-
program schools because they believe multlprog%am schools in-

crease competltlon and tension among staff
14

Teachers tesponded more pgsitively.to programs that strutk a :

reasoriable balance among consumer interests, district support, and
their professional concerns. In districts that. increased teachers'
responsibilities without giving them coﬁmensurate support, teachers
felt overworked and tended to become disenchanted with\glternativeé.
Teachers also'responded negatively to programs when congaﬁet\}nterests
‘overrode their autonomy and programs'control, for example, disérict\
policy that allowed parents to have cunildren admitted or transferred
on demand.

The report shows that teachers respond more positively to programs
when the district provides effective leadership and ongoing, active
éﬁpport. However, teachers are also very sensitive to inequities in
resource distyiﬁﬁtion. Both regular and alternative~-program teachers .
perceived inequities in funding, but from different perspectives.

Alternative teachers complained that their special curriculir or
: classroom~-structural needs were not met and that they had to work
harder. In contrast, many regular teachers believed that alternative

programs were given special amenities and attracted the best students.

Y
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However, mo-t recognized the alternatives' legitimate need for cwrric-~
N LS K :
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-7 ’ . .
4

. - - .
development, in-service training, and program management® resources.

A .
tended to question district policies only when the gap’ betweeng =

support for regular and alternative programs became too apparent. -

The report makes the following recommendations for district poii—

o To help parents make ,informed choices, districts should pro-
vide funds to more effectfvely dibseminate and-explain infor-

mation about the ;ules and substantive differences ;mong pro-

grams. . A

o To balahce the needs and intéfesté of consumers, teachers, o,

and the school organization, districts should develop plans

that include giving teachefs managemént support, amelioratingm
the negative effects of multiprogram schoels, and establiéhing
admissions and transfer policies that do not radically inter-

rupt the smooth flow of classroom instruction over the semes-

ter and school year. .

o To overcome perceptions of inequities, districts should ;ecag-
nize how sensitive teachers are to this- issue and take steps
not only to make funding more equitable but to make teachers
aware of iFs equity. This would also help overcome some of
%pe tensions and competition that arise in multiprogram

schools, especially-in schools that house both regular ard

alternative programs.

.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

4

American education today recognizes that children differ in their
interests and learning modéé; and that there is no '"one best system"
for educating all children. Parents also differ in their ideas about
what their children should learn and how they should be taught. Thus,
the idea of offering parents some choice among educational programs is
attractive both because it acknowledges the diversity of parents' con-
cerns and because it may allcw parents to match their children with an
appropriate educational program. As a result, most school districts
cf}fEBﬁbiE;EAESRETQQEEééibn in their éducat;onal program to accommodate-
the difgering needs and interests of their students.

A éignificant number of school districts have tried to develop
policies and programs that provide parents with a choice among edu-
cational settings for their children. In most school districts, though,
these alternative programs are relatively few in number and affect only
a small percentage of students. A few districts, however, have offered
parents an extensive range of alternative programs from which to choose.

Rand's study of alternative education focuses on four school dis-
tricts that have made major commitments to developing distinctive edu-
catiocnal programs and offering pare;ts a choice among them. We cliose
to focus our study on districts with significant commitments to alter-
natives, in large part because we were interested in the potential of
alternatives as a major educational innovation.

This report, one in a series of Rand reports on alternative edu-
cation, examines the perceptions and attitudes of teachers toward the
idea of parental choice. A separate report focusing on teachers'

responses to alternatives was considered worthwhile for several reasons:

o Teachers have extensive first-hand knowledge about how
alternative education works in practice.
o Teachers individually and collectively are powerful enough

"to have a major effect on any new school program.

.18




o] Teachers are ultimately responsible for making alternative

education a reality in the classroom.

OBJECTIVES OF THE REPORT

This report has three main objectives:

1. To identify those features of an alternative education system
that are most significant to teachéts;

2. To identify possible relationships between district policies
governing alternative education and teachers' responses to
alternatives; and o ]

3. To make recommendations based on these districts' experience
that might assist‘others wishing;to implement educational

alternatives.

To meet the first objective, we surveyed alternative and regular school
teachers to obtain their perceptions about alternative education. These

perceptions provided answers to the following questions: ..

o What are the advantages and disadvantages of alternative
education? - _
0 How do teachers perceive that alternatives affect their pro-

fessional life?

To meet the second objective. we sought information on a vnripry/fz/~\
issues related to alten.atives, including a district'; reasondg tor
implementing alternatives, the types of alternatives attempted, the
rules developed to govern the system of alternatives in each district,
and the role of district leadership and community forces in shaping

that system. , We addressed two major questions:

o To what. extent are district goals and constraints associated
with differences in'teachers' responses?
A
o To what extent are implementation strategies associated with

¢
. differences in teachers' responses? '
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Finally, we drew conclusions and policy implementatious from data

. collected in the study.

METHOD

Site Selection

Four distr{gts, each having alternative educational programs,

were selected for this study. These districts were medium to large

in size; total enrollment varied from 14,000 to 66,000 students. We
chose these districts from among more than 30‘districts that had experi-
mented with alternatives, prinarily on the basis cof their diverse
approacheé in implementing alternatives. (The\appendix briefly de~

scribes our criteria for selecting districts.)

Data Collection and Analysis

The following data were collected fFom each district: (1) one or
more teacher surveys; (2) field notes from visits to several alterna-
tive programs in sach district; (3) interviews with teachers, adminis-
trators, and parents; and (4) documentary data describing each dis-
trict's system of altarnatives. (The appendix describés in some de-
tail the information collected in each district.)

The exploratory nature of this study led to a qualitative approach
to data collection and analysis. FEach site, then, represents a case
study of alternative educatiom. We chose the case study approach to
reveal common challenges the districts faced and to document their

B n b de —dam s oo LR . . . P -
nLation sivailgies. we cunductod sduUlle udititdalive aldiydes

implemen
within each site to determine which of the teachers' concerns most in-
fluenced their general perceptions about alternative education. Finally,
we made between-district comparisons in an attempt to find general con-
clusions that would support suésequent policy recommendations.

We acknowledge the shortcomings of the quantitative analyses,
but feel that, coupled with the qualifative case studies, they still
provide useful information to policymakers. Because of the small num-
ber of cases, the purposeful selection of diverse cases, and the dif-"-
ferences in data coilected across cases (e.g., in Cincinnati, we were

unable to conduct a teacher survey comparable to those administered in




the other three districts), quantitative analyses were interpreted .
! .

with some caution. However, even with such diveéé;ty between districts,

we observed some generalizations that suggest valid policy recommenda-

tions. The case studies comprise informagion from various sources and

-provide rich insight into each district's implementation process. .

Readers with questions, interests, or concerns other than those ad- AN

~N

dressed in this analytical section may find relevant information in
the case studies reported in Chapters 3 through 6.

#

OVERVIEW OF DISTRICTS STUDIED

The specific districts we studied were:

o Alum Rock, San Jose, California;
o) Minneapolis School District No. 1, Minneapolis, Minnesota;
o School District 4J, Eugene Oregon; and
o The Cincinnati Public Schools, Cincinnati. Ohio. L
Alum Rock ' : O
- Alum Rock is a racially mixed, relatively poor suburban school
district. The neighborhood schools are well-balanced racially and
ethnically, in spite of a high transiency rate and a generai population
- * decline. Most residents are lower-middle or lower class, have had
— . little formal education, and work iniunskilled or semi-skilled jobs.
In 1972, more than a .third of the families qualified for welfare, and
three-fourths of the students qualified for school lunch programs.
As a result of this poverty, the school district experienced
severe financial difficulties, which motivated the superintendent to
lobby for participation in the federally funded voucher demonstration.
At the outset, six schools agreed to participate by offering at least
three different programs for parents to choose from. At its peak, 51
programs participated in the demonstration. For Alum Rock, the voucher _
demonstration.0pened up a number of opportunities, such as eduqétional
innovat ion, greater decisionmaking for principals and teacheré, and

increased participation for parents and students.

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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The "mini-school" programs reflected the interests of the teachers
who proposed and developed them. Some were based on innovative instruc-

tional methods, others on alternative subject mafter.

Minneapolis

In Minneapolis, a city of 400,000, the-schools suffered from the
usual broblems 8f older urban districts: *decreasing enrollment, de-
clining test scores, inadequate finances and facilities, and inability
to accommodate the eé;cational needs of its growing minority populapion.
A climate of educational reform, begun in the mid-1960s, promoted such
goals as basic skills instruction, ed'ucational alternatives, decentrali-
cation, and decegregation. Consumer demands in the university community
in the district's southeastern section motivated the alternative system
we encountered. In 1971 the United States Office of Education funded a
five-year, exﬁerimental schools program--Southeast Alternatives (SEA)--
to create educational choice.

Near the end of SEA's fifst year, a federal court ordered Minnea-
polis to desegregate its schools. The appéféﬁt success of the pilot
SEA projects contributed toward using alternatives to address integra-
tion problems. The SEA program was expanded by pairing or clustering o
schools to create larger, racially balanced attendance areas. This
strategy made busing students less odious to parents, because their ~
children were bused to schools chosen for the educational program. In . B
1973, feasibility studies began to implement a citywide program of edu- s
cational alternatives in grades K througn 6. -

Citywide programs adopted SEA's three method-oriented models foE
teaching the basic skills. The "contemporary" program offered a tra-
difional teaching approach in self-contained classes for each grade
level. The "continuoﬁs progress' program featured upgraded, team-

;aught.classes. Finally, the "open" program increased opportunity for e

students' self-direction and choice in their learning activities.

Eugene .

Purely educational reasons motivated Eugene's alternative programs.

In this predomiﬁately white, middle-class university town (15 percent

.
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of the pobulatior of 95,000 are University of Oregon students) prevails
a strong tradition of public participation in government’and educational
progressiveness. The qity has not experienced the social, political,
or financial problems that motivated alternatives in ether districts.

2 In 1973, the hiring'of a new superintendent sparked community in-
ter st in making the current educational program more "open" and 'human-

istic." The,new,supgridgenQent supported this goal, but was limited by

the district's financial conservatism. As a result, teachers had to pro-

-

pose alternative programs that could not exceed the cost of regular
school programs. By 1978, the district had established nine alternative
programs with fewer than 1000 student®. Most programs were method-
o;iented: They attempted to create an open classroom structure and in-

crease oppcertunities for self-directed learning.

5

Cincinnati

As an older, industrial city, Cincinnati faced ‘increasing .osts
for urban services, a declining tax base, and migration of middle-class
families tc tne suburbs. Thus, the school district's overall enroll-
ment declined, but the proportion of black students increased. Because
schools reflected the racial, ~lass, and ethnic segregation of Cincin-
nati's neighborhoods, integration was the primary motivation for alter-
natives. ) A

In 1974, the school board pursued a.voluntary integration plan by
offering ''quality integrated education" at strategically located neigh—

L] RN s 1 - Y v P - e LN .t 1 R L T
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'oriented, occupied several sites, and had no local attendance areas.

Some of the first schools were developed from existing federally funded

programs, but alternatives relied on local resources for support. In

.1975-1976, the school board allocated substantial extra funds t¢ expand

zﬁé\yoluntgry—integration, alternative program. Programs varied from

Ge}méﬁ bilingual and Individually Guided Education co applied arts and

physical education.

L]
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ORGANIZATION OF THE REPORT

Chapter 2 presenes findings, discusses the major-issues-listed
above, and concludes with several policy recommendations. D

Chapters 3 through 6 each examine the 1mp1ementatiee strategy of |
a particular district and how teachers responded to that strategy.
Chapter 3 describes the system of alterna;ives attempted in Alum Rock.
Alum Rock makes a good starting point for several reasons. F%rst, wve
know more about Alum Rock than we do about any of the other districts.1
Second, Alum Roek'e system of alternatives was one of the largest we
studied. (About 60 percenE of the district's teachers and students
participated;) Finally, Alum Rock's system of alternatives was prob-
ably the most radical in its effect on teachers. Alum Rock's system
divided every participating school into two or more mini-schools. Each
mini-school had a large discretionary budget and almost total fréedom
to 6perate as it liked, except that the mini®schools were expected to
admit all students who applied. .

Chapter 4 describes Minneapolis' system of alternatives, which
was about as large as that attempted in Alum Rock. ﬂIt involved 60
percent of the district's elementary teachers.) However, the system
was not as decentralized and not as radically consumer-oriented as :
Alum Rock's. For these and other reasons, the system did not arouse
as strong reactlons among teachers as in Alum Rock.

Chapter 5 descrlbes the system of alternatives in Eugene, whlch .
was the smallest of the four systems we studied, involving only about
S5 percent of the district's geachers. It was similar to Alum Rock in
giving teachers substantial;%entrol over their own small programs, but

it departed radically from Alum Rock in its rules for determining pro-

.

gram admissicns.
Chapter 6 describes Cincinnati's system of alternatives, which
involved a much smaller proportion of teachers (about 15 percent). - e
Compareﬁ to the other three districts, Cincinnati's system was most ‘
like that of Minneébolis.
"“”““jf“"“‘ 4
For the-original Rand study of the Alum Rock voucher demonstration,
we collected data from September 1972 through August 1976. The study was

expanded to include the other three districts, where we collected data
from 1976 to 1977. . -
[

»
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Chapter 2

FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS, AND POLICY RECOMNENDATIONSl

-

TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION

. on the quality of education in their district. &

In this section we examine teachers' voluntary respoases when
asked to name the advantages or disadvantages of alternative education.

In addition, we asked teachers to evaluate the effect of alternatives

LY

Perceptions of Advantages and Disadvantages

Most teachers' responses to questions about alternatives could be
categorized as concerns about students, parents, and teachers them-
selves. When teachers were asked to describe the main advantages of
alternatives, most mentioned advantages to parents, students, or both
(see Table 2.1A). Of those teachers citing advantages for parents,_
moét mentipnedithe availability of choice per se; some also said that
alternatives increased parents' interest and involvement.in the schools.
Of those teachers citing advantg%es of alternatives for students, some
stfessed the value of choice per se; others stressed the match between
alternatives and different learning needs of ‘students. ‘

While more teachers in Alum Rock expressed advantages for parents
than for students, the reverse was true in the other districts. One-
possible explanation for this difference is that the philosophy of the
voucher demonstration in Alum Rock was radically proconsumer, advoca-
ting parents' rights to make educational chdices for their children.
Thus, Alum Rock teachers viewed the demonstration as primarily to the
advantage of parents. In contrast, other districts supported alterna-
tives more cn stuﬁen;—centered grounds. Therefore, teachers in these
districts perceived alternatives as providing more educational options
and thus better.serving the diversity of student needs and interests.

A greater percentage of Alum Rock’s alternative teachers cited B}

advantages of alternativesrfor teachers than did dny other group of

S

1This chapter was written by Cathleen Stasz.
\ - .
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Table 2.1
iEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS OF WHO BENEFITS AND WHO IS HARMED BY ALTERNATIQES
' (4) '
What do you think are the main positive features of the voucher
demonstration? (Alum Rock, 1974) P
, ) What do.you see as the chief advantages of educc:tional alternatives "
. in your districet? (Eugene and Minneapolis, 1977)2
g
@ i Percent Citing Advantagesb
- For For For General
) Teacher Group Students Parents Teachers Advantages RN
‘ Alternative;teachérs 0 . ,, ,
Alum Rock 39 48 57 61 84 .
- Eugene 54 46 27 50 22c
Minneapolis 76 32 16 9 171
Regular teachers } ’
Alum Rock ¢ 37 43 33 ” 46 67c
Eugene d 55 48 15 8 - 137, g
Minneapolis . 80 7 . 13 7 15
L3
. (B)
What ¢o you think are the main negative features of the voucher 1
demonstration? (Alum Rock, 1974)
" What do you see as the chief disadvantages of alternatives? (Eugene
and Minneapolis, 1977)2 -
Percent Citing DisadVantagesb
For For For General Dis-
Teacher Group Students Parents Teachers advantages N
Alternative teachers
Alum Rock 13 - oo Y o4
Eugene . 26 16 32 26 19c
Minneapolis® 46 - 43 34 170
‘ Regular teachers ’
- - Alum Rock 30 - 89 41 67
Eugene® } 49 - 5 32 122§
Minneapolisd 81 - “19 i 16
A
3gince Ranf had to rély on data provided by Cincinnati, responses to
these or similar questions were not available.
bThe percgntages shown for each teacher group may sum to more than 100
percent because of multiple responses.
- cWeighted to correct for different sampling rates among different types
of schools. .
)
- [l{\lc dBaSed.on data from only two schools. , 21
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teachers (Table 2.1A). Because alternative “teacliers had primary

responsibility for the design, development, and management of alterra- -
tive programs, they probably assumed very powerful Eoleg in the dis-
trict. Federal support of the voucher demonstration and the public
atteucion that it réc?iyed may have highlighted the alternative teach-~

1

.ers’ importance. In contrast, alternative teachers in Minneapolis and

Cincinnati did not enjoy decisionmaking roles. In Euéene, alternatives
received neither extra funding nor sﬁecial status:

Teachers' perceptions of the .disadvantages of alternatives are e .
summarized in Table 2.1B. While few teachers saw alternatives as, dis-
advaqtageous for phrents, they had reservations abqut the value of
alternatives for students. Teachers cited lack of emphasis on basic
skills, discontinuity of the curriculum, and parents' inability to make !
good choices as major disadvantages to students (see also Tables 3.2,

4.2, and 5.2). 1In every district more regular‘teééhers named disadvan-

tages to students than did alternative teachers. One possible explan-~

ation for this finding is simply that teachers are more in favor of

their own programs.

Ed
A greater percentage of Alum Rock teachers cited disadvantages -
for teacherg_than teachers in othervdistrict; (Table 2.1B). One possi-
-ble explanation for this finding is that alternative teachers in Alum
Rock exercised greater control over their programs, and hence their
workload and responsibilities increéseg. At the same time, regular l
teacners cited too much competirion amoné teachers as the major dis- . 1
advantage- for teachers (see Table 3.2).

In citing disadvantages to students, teachers from all districts
mentioned parental inability to make good program choices. The strength
of their skepticism is illgstrated in Table 2.2. When asked directly, 1
most teachers felt that parents posséssed an inadeqiate knowledge base - }
for making appropriate decisiogé. Even in lum Rock, where parental
choice was a dominant rationale for offering alternatives, legs than |
half of the alternative teachers (47 percent) had confidence in paren-
tal choice. Their confidence rose in the second §egr (64 percent),

but by the end of the demonstration two-thirds of the teachers had no -~

25 -

confidence in parental choice.




Table 2.2 ,

. TEACHERS' CONFIDENCE IN PARENTS' PROGRAM CHOICES
. (In percent) ’
. 5
: _ (A) . : , '
Do yeu think parents had enough information to B
' choose among programs in your school?

- < . -

&

. Alum Rock
Alternative Teachers
Year One Year Two L S

(1973) - (1974), ) " "

g Response

Yes
No

47
53
109

64
L)
100

© 97

239 #

-

14

. (3)
Do you think most parents know enough about the edu-
cational programs being offered in your district to

+

be able to make good program choices for their

children?

Alum Ro;k
.(1977)

o e

Response

Yes
No
Do wot know

. 16
67

17.

100

a
Eugene®

(1977)

17

59
25
7.00°

- S g ety A—

= Y

Minneapolis

(1977)

25
-~ 58
17

100 | S

N 476 180 231

7 »

3

aWeighted to reflect, different sampling rates for - .
single-program and multiprogram schools. See the appen-
dix for details. . ) .-

bAltérnative teachers only, weighted..to reflect the
different sampling rates for contemporary, continuous pro- 1
gress, open, and multiprogram schools. See the appendix
for details.

c .
Rouading error.

o




- In sum, teachers‘recognized and supported parent choice per se as
. ' an advantage of alternative education. However, teachers felt that ' e
parents lacked'the hecessar§ knowledge to exercise that right to the

benefit of students. —This dilamma has important implications for policy

and villibe discussed later in this chapter.

N * _Perceptions of Educational Benefits
‘ N 4

. : Supporters of alternative education argue that alternatives pro-

vide better educational programs for many children. Thls assertion
¢ suggests a perceived difference in quality between alternatlve and
regular programs. We asked alternat1ve and regular teachers if they
o ) thought the existence of alternatives affected the quallty of education
rece1ved by the children in-their districts. Table 2.3 shows 1977 sur-
: -vey data from three districts. / ) »

Not surpr1singly, more alternative teachers felt that alternative .

- f ,’f%? . ‘education had a pos1£ive effect on educatlonal quality than did regu—
y ) lar teachers in each dlstrict. Teachers, like anyone else, prefer to
view the outcome of their work as suczessful. In Alum Rock the posi—§ )
B tive perceptions of alternative teachers steadily decreased as the;\
i -<T vouché%rdemonstration progressed. In 1973, for example, the percentage
I of driginal and expansion alternative teachers who perceived a positive
¢ efTth\Qn educational qualwty was 74 percent and 52 percent, respec~
tively. ‘gegn%af-teachers wéée not much more enthusiastic at the begin-
= ning of the demgnstration than at the end: 33 percent felt that quality
: increased and 51 percent perceived ng/ change (see Table 3.3). ,
<’1 .. In Minneapolis, alternative tdachers' perceptions of quality varied
across the threehﬁrogréms; more teachers in open and continuous progress
programs felt alternativ@s were positively affecting educational qual-,

- . ity (see Table 4:3). e “

. ‘ Teachers in Eugene séemed most positive about the alternatives.

P

i -None of the alternatlve teachers perceived negative-effects on educa-
/0
-~ tional quality. only 15 percent of tthregular teachers express
i i .3).

negative viewpoint (see lhhﬁe;§ ). .
Cincinnati teachers! overall assessment .of alternatives was simi-
L N ' - .
her districts. The district's March 1976 survey -
- Sy . . A -

-

~ . -Rd . o
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- Table 2.3

PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVES
(In percent)

v In general, how do you think the voucher demonstration will affect
- ' (has affected) the quality of education received by the children of Alum
’ ‘Rock?a (Alum Rock, 1977) .

In general, how do you think the existence of alternatives has
affected the quality of education received by the children of your
digtrict? (Eugene and Minneapolis, 1977)

il

Positive Negat.ve
. Group Effect No Effect Effect
Alternative Teachers
Alum Rock: - Original .52 41 - SR 7
Expansion 36 51 13
Eugene 92 8 -—
Minneapolis?@- - 59 - 30 11
Regular Teachers
C el Alum Bgck 25 - 50 25
) Eugene 35 50 15
' Mimeapolis® 44 22 33

e =

e,
I

’
N

aWeighted to reflect the different sampling rates for contemporary,
continuous progress, open, and multiprogram schools. See the appendix
- for details.

bWeighted to reflect the different sampling rates- for single-program
and multiprogram schools. See the appendix for details.

CBased on data from only two schools; should be treated as highly
tentative. )

-
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asked all teachers t¢ rate, on a scale from 1 (poor) to 7 (excellent),

the effects of alternatives on students' attitudes, motivation, and

academic achievement (see Table 6.1). For all- three indicators of
educational quality, alternative teachers (N=369) gave higher rafings
than regular teachers (N=2023). 1In addition, a survey of cne or more
teachers at 10 neighPorhood schools (conducted by the School Foundation
6f Greater Cincinnati) reported that teachers i six schools felt al-
ernatives hag a positive effect on students' lzaarning.

In sum, teachers' perceptions about alternatives are, in part,
consumerforiented. "They evaluate advantages and disadvantages by the
effects of alternatives on students and their parents, the intended
beneficiaries of the system. In part, their perceptions are also pro-
fessionally oriented yyen Lgache;s cite the advantages and disadvantages
of increas?d autonomy and decisionmaking. In addition, more alterna-.
tive than regular teachers perceived alternative programs as generally

increasipg Z?e quality of education in their district.

TEACHERS' PROFESSIONAL CONCERNS ABOUT ALTERNATIVES

We discuss teachers' profg§sional concerns tnder three overlapping
themes: personal control of the work environment, teachers' workload,
and teacher-peer relations At this point, our purpose is to consider
how teachers’ professional‘concerns may influence their general per~

ceptions of alternative education. ;

Personal Control of the Work Environment -

Teacher. can exercise pérsonal control over their work environment
in one or more of the following ways: (1) choosing the kind of school
or program they will teach in; (2) participating in school and program=
level decisionmaking; and/or (3) insulating their classréoms from out-
side influences and pressures. These mechanisms can be conveniéntly

. . . 2
labeled as choice, voice, and autonomy. ¢

m—

o 2In a system of alternatives, these three mechanisms of control
(choice, voice, and autonomy) remain conceptuallv distinct but often
overlap in practice. For example, the degree of teachers' voice in
determining program size can affect their deifee of choice among

B




Table 2.4 summarizes these -aspects of personal control for teachers

in each district. Overall. teachers in Alum Rock and Eugene exercised
personal control over more aspects of their work environment than teach-
ers in Minneapolis and Cincinnati. The important difference between

Alum Rock and Eugene was in—ggachg;s' autonomy. .In Eugene, teachers

SN

set the enrollment limits for their prdgrams and were free to accept
student transfers as they wished. 1In contrast, Alum Rock's proconsumer
mddel supported open enrollments and parental freedom to transfer their

children among programs. Alum Rock's policy severely threatened teach-

ers' autonomy and brought so many complaints from teachers that it

was eventually changed. 1In the second year of the demonstration, the
district retained the open enrollment policy on the books but declined
to enforce it. By year three, the mini-school's right to limit enroll-
mefit and transfers had become the district's de facto policy.

District policies in Minneapolis and Cincinnati gave teachers less
control over their work environments. Of the two, Minneapolis' teachers °
had moie restrictions. Minneapolis offered three types of programs,
from which teachers could list their preferred order of ,assignment
choices. Although the district tried to.honor teachers' choices, its
higher priority was to create and staff programs accérding—fo an overall
implementation plan. Thus, teachers might be assigned to programs they
did aet choose. Cincinnati offered many more prograﬁs; and teachers
typically volunteered for and were assigned to the programs of their
choice. ) \

Below, we examine how teachers' perceptions of alternative educa-
"tion may have been influenced by their personal control of the work
environmenc. As mentioned earlier, tegchegs volunteered these percep-~
tions in response to an open-ended questioﬁ about advantages and dis-

‘advantages of alternatives.

Iy

programs. Also, the presence of choice or voice can lead teachers
to feel highly autonomous, even in programs that have strong norms
for teachers' behavior. (If a teacher happens to agree with a pro-
gram's norms, he or she does not necessarily view these norms as a

constraint on his or her gutonomy.)
\
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. . - Table 2.4

. i . -
SUMMARY OF. TEACHERS';PERSONAL CONTROL OF THE WORK ENVIRONMENT

-
~

-

Site Choice Voice Aut onomy

Alum Rock Teachers voted on whether All.prognam~level decision~ Open enrollmenté: Parents
their schocl would partici~  making determined student trans-
pate fer/enrollment policies;

: program could expand be-
Teachers volunteered for o yond teachers' wishes
program ’

Minnpeapolis Teachers listed choices L District level management Teachers could be assigned
and district tried to com- to programs they did not
ply; district could trans-~ choose; only three types

" fer teachers at will - of alternative-programs

Eugene Teachers volunteered for , All program decisionmaking Teachers determine enroll-
program : ’ ment; set own limits

Cincinnati Teachers volunteered for District level management Much variability among pro-

: program assignments grams; teachers usually in

-,

preferred program

>
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Teachers' personal control over their work environment varied
extensively across districts. Alum Rock's teachers had the most con-
trol: They voted on whether their schcol would participate in the,

EgﬁoﬁsEfEEIBﬁAahd*decide&‘how—maﬁy—andﬂwhatﬁkinds_gi_p:qgrams to offer.

Alternative teachers designed and managed programs, influenced budget

and personnel decisions, and often determined program size. However,

their strong initial influence gradually waned over the course of the

demonstration. This was probably due to such factors as teacher '"burn-

5

" and gradual withdrawal ofmfinancgal and leadership support.

out

We found a good deal of evidencgethat control over the work environ-

ment highly influenced alternative teachers' perceptions of alternatives

-,

in Alum Rock. More teachers in this group perceived teachers as the

beneficiaries of alternmative education. They specifically cited in-
creased teacher influence and’autonomy as major advantages. In naming
disadvantages of alternativ€ education; Alum Rock's teachérs overwhelm-
ingly cited teacher-related concerns (about 89 percent of the teachers
in Alum Rock compared with 19 *to 35 percent of the teachers in Eugene
and Minneapolis). Both alternative teachers (42 percent) and regular
teachers (34 percent) named too much time, too many meetings, and too -
many administrative duties as the disadvantages of alternatives for
teachers. These figures are striking in ‘two respects. First, regular
teachers in Alum Rock joined with their peers in perceiving alterna-
tives as highly disadvantageous to teachers' control over their work
environmeﬁt. Regular teachers were unaware of or did not perceive the
advantages gained by alternative teachers; but there was apparently
little doubt that greater control ultimately carried a high cost.
Second, more teachers in Eugene, the other district with substantial
teacher control, cited student concerns over teacher concerns in con-
nection with advantages and disadvantages_gf alternatives. Apparently,
Eugene's teachers did not experience greater cuentrol or were not as
impressed with their influence over program decisions as were teachers
in Alum Rock.

mentioned earlier, Alum Rock's voucher demonstration radically changed

Several factors may account for this difference. As

the district's school system. It attracted federal funds,loverQWhich

teachers had some control, national publicity, and the intense

H -
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inyolvement'of parents and teachers. In contrast, Eugene had a iong
history of alternative education, and its expansion to new alternatives
was relatively modest. Teacher participation in alternatives was volun-

tary, and no special funds were received from .outside the district.

Except forextra funds to launch a new programiggheidistriét provided

equal funding for regular and alternative programs. It seems likely

that these differences would influence teachers' perceptions of their

TN

.

role in alternative education.

. Teachers in Mjinuaeapolis and Cincinnati had much less control over
their work enQironment: In these districts, program implementation and
management were centralized: Superintendents chose participating
schools and sometimes selected specific prggram types; district adminis-
.trators or program coordinators‘developed.programs; principals or ﬁon—-
teaching coordinators typically managed these programs. In general,
alternative teachers in these districts were happy with their program

" assigmments and felt they exercised greater influence over program ®
decisionmaking than did regular teachers.

The general picture thus far indicates that control over the work 5
environment was a mo}e significant issue in Alum Rock than in other -
districts. To understand how this occurred, we need to examine more
" closely teachers' perceptions of control within the situational con- .

text that shaped them, namely, the district's goals, constraints, and

implementation policies. Thus, we will come back to teachers' percep-
tions of the work environment when we compare district implementation

strategies later in this chapter. -

Teachers' Workload

=%

Teachers ordinarily decide how many "extra" hours beyond the
minimally established school day, and many teachers work well beyond

their minimum job requirements. Because teaching can easily become

.
Full Tt Provided by ERIC. . : , P
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all-consuming, most teachers, both collectively3 and individually,4
seek some reasonable limits to their work.

Because alternative teachers in Alum Rock experienced a sharp
increase in their influence over program'decisions, it is not surpris-

ing that most teachers also reported an increase in their workload.

ERIC

o

After the first yeé; of'thé'demoﬁétrati65:451“5€f65ﬁf“6f“thé‘31ter-'
native teachers reported an increase of at least six more working hours
per week. After two years, 43 percent of the original and 40 percent
of the new alternative teachers reported extra workload as a major

negative feature of .the demonstration. Twenty-two percent specifically

7 ¢

complained about their new agministratgve and budgetary duties.

Most alternative teachers in Minneapolié, Cincinnati, and Eugene
also agreed that participation in alternatives increased their work-
}oad. However, few teachers volunteered that extra work was a major
disadvantage of alternatives: 11 percent in Minneapolis and 17 per-
cent in Eugene. In Cincinnati, teacher enthusiasm was reportedly so
high that one priﬁcipal locked his school to prevent teachers from -
working on Saturdays. In sum, while all alternative teachersrreported C
working harder or longer, Aium Rock's teachers, who had the greatest
program control, felt most overburdened by their responsibilities.

Teacher—-Peer Relations

Alternatives may change the pattern of peer relations among
teachers in at least two ways. First, the creation of distinctive
educational programs could provide participating teachers with a
clearer common focus for their efforts, thus stimulating peer group

interaction and cchesiveness. Second, the system of alternatives may

3"There is no question that teachers have used the power gener-
.ated by collective bargaining to control, curtail, and receive extra
compensation for time spent working outside the regularly scheduled*
school day."” (Perry and Wildman, 1970, p. 201.)

4In a limited survey of teachers, Hill (1971) found that "the
most important criterion for selection or rejection of a new program
was the amount of extra work required by the teacher" (p. 425). .

3¢




—observed both-of these patterns_ in this study.

foster competition ameng schools and programs, thus contributing to a
deterioration of relationships among teachers in competing units. We
. In Alum Rock, a.few alternative teachers reported increased teacher

teamwork (11 percent of ali teachers responding) and increased stimula-

~tion and.growth (7 percent) as advantages of alternative education for

teachers. Aﬁbut half ashaéﬁ§‘?géﬁlé?_f€ééhé%s*tited these advantages.
However, both regular and alternative teachers perceived too much com-
petition among teachers as a major disadvantage of alternatives (37 = ™
percent and 46 percent, respectivzly). Even in the.third year of the
demonstration, one-third of the teachers cited tens;on between programs
as a major problem. The severify of the problem varied from school to
school.

In Minneapolis, 9 percent of the alternative teachers volunteered
that too much competition was a disadvantage of alternatives for teach-
ers. However, 27 percent responded 'Yes" when directly asked whether
‘iension amoné programs had ever been a major pgoblem in their district.
In addition, 15 percent said it was a problem in the last year.

Eugene's alternative teachers did not perceive teacher competition
as a disadvantage of alternatives, and only 12 percent of the-regular
teachers reported this perception. Finally, data from Cincinnati's
§urvey in@icate that alternative teachers rated cooperation among
teachers higher than did regular teachers. ,

In suﬁ,-teacher-peer relations were usually expressed as tension
or competition,'not cooperation. The data indicate that problems from
competition were highest in Alum Rock and Minneapolis, particularly in
multiprogram schools. Fifty~two percent of the teachers in Alum Rock
said they preferred a single educational program in their school, whil~
37 percent preferred multiprogram schools. Of the Minneapolis té;cherg
reporting program tensions as a major problem during the past-year, 32
percent were in multiprogram schools, compared with 11 p;rcent in single-~
program schools. Moreover, over half of Minﬁeapolisf teachers, in both
types of schools, seid they would prefer to teach in a single-program

school. We also saw some ‘evidence of tension in Cincinnati's multi-
\

program schools, where alternative programs enjoyed physical amenities
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(such as carpezing or newly painted halls) thét were denied to the

regular program. In Eugene, however, fewer teachers reported tensions.
Althougﬁ 28 percent of multiprog}am school teachers (both regular and .
alternative) felt that program tension was 5 majqr problem ih the past,
only 9 percent perceived it as a major problem in the past year.

Fifty-six percent of these teachers preferred their multiprogram

— —schools..

These differences may result;wiﬁipart, from situational Factors —

that forced the multiprogram or school-within-school organization in

. some districts. This was the case in both Alum Rock and Cincinnati,

where the parents or school boards lobbied heavily for neighborhood
schools with alternative programs in each. Teachers had little voice
in the matter. Although the neighborhood issue was alive in Eugene,
the district's response was substantially different. Teagpers.aecided

‘wﬁéther their program would be a neighborhood or district-wide alterna- ’ s
tive. For district-wide alternatives, the district assigned programs
to échools with excess space. Thus, multiprogram schools resulted . :
from teacher choice and practical convenience rather than from outside
pressures. '

In Minneapolis, the situation was %ore complicated. Court-ordered
desegregation eliminated theAneighborhood school issue and essentially
favored }he single-school alternative. However, six of the 33 schools
that offered alte{native§ were multiprogram--a decision made by admin-
istrators, not teachers. Thus, the myltiprogram schools were the out-

§éé~§chool alternatives.

liers in a district geared toward sin

-~
.

N '
POLICIES GOVERNING ALTERNATIVE EDUCATION

Teachers' attitudes and perceptions about alternative education

are undoubtedly influenced by the situational context in which they
occur. In this part we examine such features as district ‘goals, con-
straints, and implementation strategies to understand this relationship.
In doing so, we discus; the main characteristics for each district sum-

marized in Table 2.5.
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. Implementation Policies
- Management : Student Admission Financial Leadership
Site Goals Constraints Responsibility and Transfer Support Support
N :
_Alum Rock Obtain federal funds . Neighborhood school Teacher managed: Open enrollment, tried Federal Strong support
g
-Allow parents to choose :':i;nlinfoz;(e):lS(f:hOOI- z:z;‘;izs 23: ;5:‘;0:- to satisfy parents Staff development, :y iuperinten- .
among educational options 5 orm 4 218N prirten policy of un- with discretionary, en
B of alternatives development, and
limited transfer, but funds for each mini- System col=-
S . management of all
4 sg rograms teachers had actual school lapsed when
P control . superintendent
. - Also state compensa- left
tory education funds ~°©
ninneapolis  Obtain federal funds No majof cohstraints Distiict managed: Open enrollment, with Federal Strong support -
Superintendent chose constraints (e.s., by superinten-
t -, 2]
Desegregate participating principal peruission i:;:::i :::1£2: dent and par=~
. Promote educational schools to transfer; teachers & ent group
and staff develop~ N
innovation could assign students N
Principals managed, with parental consent) ment
sf t :
z:zﬁp y vocal paren programs Also district sub=-
Nonteaching coordina- sidies
tors managed some
R programs
Eugene No stated goals Alternatives did not Teacher managed: Teacher< set enroldment Local funding, Alternative
. ‘ ifal Teachers developed . - : equal to regular program teach~
. torw of - receive spec P
. t::ﬁa:iieozs ° cil funding and initiated pro- Svera:::zllTini applied programs ers and com
. -4 ucation grams o W 4 sts munity
Head teachers or - .
. principals or cen-~
- sensus managed
programs
Cincinnati Desegregate . Implemented with District managed: Encouraged*enrollment, Local funding Strongest gup~
. - tb -
, Provide educational very limited funds iugerint:g;l‘:nt :elec l;l;;ig:scﬂct mge set Primary use for gg:a*d'}:“fuper
options - School board sup- :c p ogAd { 2:“ _ i extra staff i
ported neighborhood sites. min a Overenrollment applied School board
tors, teachers, and p
schools to walting lists support at
program coordinators ,oa first
developed programs -
37
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Table 2.5

SUMMARY OF DISTRICTS' GOALS, CONSTRAINTS, AND IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES

“




District Goals and Constraints

For each district, the goals or motivation behind the implementation
of alternatives were often intertwined with its educational philosophy.
In Alum Rock, the district's primary reason for implementing alterna- )
tives was pragmatic: to obtain federal funds at a time when district TN
finances were extremely tight. Alum Rock essentially adopted the radi-
Lally proconsumer stance that parents have a right to choose educational
programs for their chiidren. Four of the five stated goals of tne voucher
demonstratlon mentioned parental concerns; the f£ifth goal was'fp increase

\}
educational achievement of participating students. The major constraint

&

in designing the implementation was the parents' desire to.maintain .
neighborhood schools. This forced a sdhool-within-school form of alter—
natives, with each school offering at least two distinct programs}~\ y
) Minneapolis initiated the Southeast Alternatives project to‘bring ..
about a "comprehensive change' in a cluster of four schools by creating’
educational choices. Its belief in educational innovation was initfallv
motivated by federal funds and the desire to satisfy vocal parent groups.
Later, the district:expanded the program to aid the district’s efforts L.
to desegregate. Minneapolis faced relatively few political or resource .
constraints in implementing alternatives. . ‘ g -
Eugene has a long history ur experimenting wdth educational alter-
natives. Its relatively modest expansion was in response to a small,
articulate group of parents who felt that the schools should offer pro=
grams for different learning styles. “Alternatives were not seenras a
strategy for political or educational reform and were not intended‘to . .

desegregate the district's schools. Program implementatlon was con- 1.
strained.by. the superintendent's decision that alternativewaou}d not b
recelve special funding. In addition, the parents' unwillingness to
close any neighborhood schools tied up district funds that would have i v
been used to create more alternative programs. ‘

Cincinnati's alternative system was clearly motivated~by desegre—
gation. The district's strategy was to provide educational optlons 3%?
that would attract white parents into integrated educational settings

within the city school system. lmplementation:was constrained by %ery ot

limited funds and the school board's support for neighborhood schools. g
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As a result, a few programs were ad@ed'each~ye%§§’with cireful consider-

ation glven to improving racial balance and mdintaining neighborhood
! P -

: - S

schools.

In this_section, we describe each district'§ policies in four
areas that apﬁear to influence teachers' .perception of alternatives:
responsibility for brogram formation end management; student admission
and transfeeroiicies f1nanc1a1 support and leadership suppott. :

Table 2.5 summarizes these p011c1gs for each district.

- A,

H

‘ Management Responsibilities

In Alum Rock and Eugene, alternatlve tpachers assumed primary
respon51b111ty for all aspects of program 4251gn, initiation, and
management. In Alum Rock, teachers incurred botb costs and benefits
from this pot}cy. Although mény alternative teachers perceined'in—
, Creased teagher.influence and autonomy as advantages of alternative
education (52 percent), more teac%ers oomplained gbout overwork, lack
of aireétion, ano poor administration (69 percent; see Tables 3.1 and
-3.2). Eugene's alternative teachers did not feellas burdened (only 21
percent mentioned management-associated problems as a disadvantage) or
.a$ enamored with their management responsibilities in implementing
alternatives. 6ne explanacion for this difference is that Alum Rock
and Eugene.had different histories and goals with respect to altermative
educagtion. For part1c1pat1ng Alum Rbck teachers, the demonstration con-
stituted a major change from former practices. The standard sehool
organization with district administration and support was replaced by
a high1§ proconsumer, teacher-managed system with little district sup=
bort. In some sense, teéchers were really on their own to make alter-
natives work. For Eugene's teachers, however, implementing alternatives
was routine. There were no strong oputside pressures for teeche;s to

At

get moving in creating programs, &0 expansion to alternatives was

A )
In Eugene, 27 pe;eeﬁt of the alternative-teachers cited teacher oppor-
<\.;tunity to have a choice as an a..antage of alternatives (see Table 5.1).

L : ) :

'

IMPLEMENTATION POLIGIES ) .

B
. .
) p/

modest, low-key, and motivated primarily by the teachers' own enthusiasm.




. ’

In Minneapclis and Cincimnati, the district assumed primary re-

sponsibility for program se}ection, development, and management. As

- Table 2.5 shows, supefintendents, principals, nonteaching coordinators
and otRer administrators all had particular responsibilities. Because
these distttpts were motivated to desegregate, centralized control and
a district-wide view over alternative programs were probably necessary.
As mentioned preVviously, few teachers complained about. their workload

in these districts.

Student Admission and Transfer Polfcies

The districts' student enrollment policies varied between two ex-
tremes: from total open enrollment to satisfy parents (Alum Rock)’ to
set enrollments determined by -teactiers (Eugene). Under Alum Rogk's
pglicy, programs were required torébgebt all applicants during the
open enrollment period, subject only to iimi .sons of building capac-
ity. This meant that teachers might be assigned to programs they did
nht war® to teach in and that programs could expand beyond teachers'
wishes. After the deadllne, parents had to choose among those pyograms
that still wanted more students,l The official transfer policy was that
parents had the right to transfer their students at any time. Teachers,
however, objected very strongly to this pblicy and either ignored it
completely or devised some way around it. After tu~ years of controversy,
the district finally conceded that mini-schools had the right to limit
student trausfers.

) Minneapolis also adopted open enrollment but d1d not support strict
proconsumer regulations. In placing and tranuferring students, the dis-
trict considered program size, teacher availability, racial balance,
and physical facilities, as well as parents' and jj}ﬁé nts' choice. The
district did not hesitate to reassign teachers to/meet program demands

Because Cincinnati's long-term commitment was to desegregat~, it
dic¢ not .allow open enrollment. It aimed at encouraging parents to
Yoluntarily send their children to raci?lly desegregated alternative
. programs., Thus, enrollment and transfer policies included such coasid-
erations as racial balance, long-term program expansion plans, and the num-

ber of teachers who would be willing and qualified to teach in each program.
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Eugene's official policy was that programs must be avaiiable to
students, parents, and program staff by mutual consent. This meant
that'programs_could.set énrollments and had no obligation to expand,
even in the face of excess demand. One program even resfricted its
admissions to siblings of students who were alreédy in the program.

Just as these policies varied from one extreme to the other, so
did teachers' reactions to them. Not su. risingly, Alum Rock's, teachers
responded ﬁost negatively to their district's policy. When ?§Kﬁﬂ,t°
name the main negative features, of the‘demonstrétion, 8 percﬁﬁE of the
alternative teachers and 9 percent of the regular teachers cited worry'
about enrbllments and jobs as a major disadvantage of alternatives for
tegchers. Furthermore, both alternative and regular teachers volun-
teered that enrollment problems were a major é¢isadvantage (16 percent
and 10 perceﬁt of teachers, respectively; see Table 3.2). Teachers
whé were queried in the other districts did not mention enrollment
~pr6blems. Although Alum Rock's teachers wefe generally pleased with
their program assignments (only 17 percent said they would prefer to.
teach elsewhere), many teachers worried about being transferred if en-
rollments dwindled. Forty-nine percent of the teachers in 1975 and 39
percent in 1976 expressed this concern.

In Minneapolis, alternative teachers were usaually assigned to
teach in their first-ch ice pfbgrams; 15 percent named teacher choice
as an advantage of alternatives (see Table 4.1). However, 8 percent
reported teaéhers' lack of choice as a disadvantage of alternatives,
and 30 perceﬁ; of the teachers claimed they had no cﬁoice in their
progran assiénments. ]

Cincinnati's system of--expanding program enrollment with teacher
prefe.ences in mind seemed to work well in that district. The dis-

" trict's own teacher survey indicated that 79 percent of the alternative
teachers were satisfied with their assignments.

In Eugene, 27 percent of the alternative teachers and 8 percent
of the regular teachers felt that giving teachers a choiée was a chief
advantage of alternatives (see Table 5.1). Although the term "choice"
m;y represent other factors than program‘?ssignment, these data sug-
gest .that Eugene's teachers were to some extent satisfied with district

42
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Funding and Resource Distribution Policies

With regard to funding, the districts again ran the gamut. Alum
Rock and Minreapolis received millions of dollars in federal funds,
while Eugene's and Cincinnati's alternatives were implemented through
local funding. In Alum Rock, funding was an important incentive for
teachers to join the demonstration. In 1974, 84 percent of the alter-
native teachers é%reed with the statement that "All things considered,
thé major benefit of the.voucher sysﬁemvis the additional money re-
ceived by schools in the district." Both alternztive and regular
teachers reported that the increase in funds was a major advantage of
alternatives (61 percent and 4@ percent of ®eachers, respectively; see
Table 3.1). However, the effects of increased ‘funding were not always
positive. Teachers also reported that money was wastgd and that they
disliked fhe red tape associated with obtaining supplies (see Table v,
3.2). The data also indicated some competition f;r resources among .. i~
programs in the. same building. In 1976, for example, 36 percentzg%
alfernatibe teachers felt that fairness in allocating discretionéry
funds had been a major problem that year. !

Minneapolis' teachers did not mention extra funds or resourcés ?
as an advantage, but 17 percent of the alternative teachers named iq%_
adequate resources for alternatives as a disadvantage of alternatives.
Thirty-seven percent thought that fairness in allocating resources had
been z major problem in the district. ¥

Teachers in Eugene offered only compRaints about funding or re-
source distribution. In Eugene, where nokxtra funds were made avail-
able to alternatives, 16 per€ent of alternative teachers and 12 percent
of ?egular teachers reported this lack of funding as a disadvantage
(see Table 5.2). But only 3 percent of the teachers complained that
resource distribution was inequitable.’ ) .

Data from Cincinnati indicate that teacher concerns about the
funding of alternatives were relatively widespread. For example, the
district asked alternative and regular teachers in multiprogram schools

if they agreed that "the allocation of materials and supplies to alter-

natives should bérthe same as that of other schools except for initial
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« !t
expenditures." Seventy percent of the regular teachers agreed with
this statement, while 60 percent of the alternative teachers disagreed.
In every district except Eugene, the teacher union became involved
+ in the issue of alternative program costs. Whether funding and re-
sources are abundant or scarce, someone always feels that they are not
receiving enough. The real issue, it seems, is whether or not the
distribution of funds is equitable. We do not have the data to ‘analyze
the distribution , cess and equiéy problem further. We do know, how-
ever, that when equity was the stated policy, as in Eugene, very few

teachers cited inequity as a problem.

. Leadership Support

g

) Table 2.5 Indicates that alternative education was strongly advo-
cated by the superinteﬁdent in three districts. Eugene's superintendent
. supporied alternztiyes, but E%e situation there did not warrant a highly
visible strategy. ) i )
¢ Although the Alum Rock system represented a politicél position
favoring ﬁarents' right to choose among educational options, tha super-
intendent did n»t support the vouch system per se. He accepted the
voucher idea as a worthy. experimeni for Alum Rock primarily as a means ’
ﬁop}improving educational offerings in the district. His leadership
seemea ~vrcial.for implementing the demonstration. When he took a leave
- in l9f4 and the acting superintendent and board withdrew the districts'
comni‘ment to the mini-school system, it quickly collapsed. Onr teacher
N : interviews suggested that tnis action signaled an end to the experiment,
and teachers were unwilling to fight for an idea the district no longer

v

. ' endorsed. -
Respondents throughout Minneapolis cited the sﬁggrintendent's
leadership as a critical factor in the success of alternatives. Again,
the superintendent’s strategy was to downpley the political issues
(moderate proconsumerism and desegregation; and to focus on the educa-
tional advantages of alternatives for children. In this way, he was
able to initiate tte program successfully in a small area, gradually

gain more support, aud then argue for district-wide expanéion.-

44




: - 29

In Eugene, the support for alternatives depended more heavily on

teachers and paréffé than on the superintendent. Eugene s modest al-
ternative movement was not politically motivated. "It seemed thatlsome
teachers and parents were just ready for a change, a?d‘the arrival of

a new superintendent, who was open to educatidnal innovation, added to °
the momentum. Although the superinteﬁdént's support was moderate in
comparison with other districts, it was adequate for the situation at
hand._ ' . '

Cincinnati s superintendent carefully orchestrated his support for
al ternatives to blend with the district's desegregation goals. He ini-
tiated alternatives_on a small scale with limited financial support.

To expand the system district-wide, he had to accommodate both the
school board's interest in maintaining nelghborhoog'schools and target
enrollments to meet desegregation requirements, as well as balance
teachers' interests in what they wanted to teach. Hls'successor moved
further away from the political issues but continued to support inno-
vation strongly for its educational benefits. In the interests of all
teachers, the Cincinnati teachers' union advocated a bala;;e between
alternative and regular programs to ensure equitable funhing and re-
source distribution. It concurred with the new superintendent that

- alte-natives posed some limitations in promoting racial balance. )

. ‘n sum, teachers seem to perceive that strong %eadership is neces-
sary to in.ciate change. This opinion was generally voiced in-every
district we visited. IF seems apparent, however, that leadership alone
will not necessarily sustain alternatives. Alum Rock's superintendent
initiated the demonst;ation by cofivincing teachers to be opportunistic.

- They would, he pointed out, have much to gain by trying the voucher

. experiment. But the teachersg were left to implemenf the system‘without

much substantive district support. The job proved too burdensome.

- When 1eadership_changéd and federal finances dwindled,lthe demonstration’

ultimately failed. The supefintendents in Minneapolis and Cincinnati,

however, participated in implementing the alternative programs and plan-.-
ning program expansion. Teachers, principals, district administration,
and the community all supported alternatives on a continuing basis, so

the programs grew even when superintendents changed. In Eugene, teachers

. -~ R
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were always operating in 2n essentially supportive environment. New
leadership sparked change, but its modest scale did not require heavy.
maintenance. ‘ B ’ - -

-

CONCLUSTIONS AND POLICY RECOMMENDATIONS >

This study focused on teachers' perceptions of the advantages and
disadvantages of alternative education and its effect on their profes- N
sional life. To understand these perceptions, we considered them in
the context of the district's goals, constra}nts, andﬁimplementation

s

strategies. This study supports the following conclusions:

> - . L -

g TIR Teachers support the idea of parental choice but are skeptical

about parents' ability to make good program choices. Teachers recog-

nize that education must be adaptea to the'diversity of childrenis
in%grests and 1earniné styles. Ipus, schools must offer educational
options, and parents and students should be. able to choose among them.

_However, teachers.strongly doubt that parents have the necessary know-

- ledge fo make app}opria;e‘chofces fér their children. . .

Genuineiy p}bconsumer models of alternative education, that is,

Ehoselphat off?r‘real.dptionsnand aim to accémmodate parental ciivices,
need to eduéaﬁe the conspmer: - Policymakers should earmark funds and
other resoprcgs.for workshops, classes, or other forms of information
dissemination. It is not enough to explain the’regulations for parti-

* cipating i. alternatives, such as rules for student enrollment and.
transfers or student transportation options. Parents, and in many
cases students, may neeg assistancé in understanding what different-

-programs offer and how to make an appropriate choice.

- n t
<

Alternatives are more likely to succeed if teachers perceive a
baZgnce between consumer interests, district support, and their own .
proféssional cor rms. Of the distnicts we visited, Alum Rock was the
least balanced and the first to faik. Although many factors contrib-
uted to its failure, clearl& teachers were overburdened with ménage—
ment responsibilities’ that required more district support than was

received. Their decisionmaking control in some important areas, such

M
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As student enrollment and transfers, was overridden by consumer inter-
ests., Praetically overnight, the demonstrat&on brought a change that
demanded that teachers, consumers, and administrators adopt new roles
in a new environment. Most of Alum Rock's alternatlve teachers per-
ceived. themselves as both beqefitlng the most and sufferlng the most-

from algernatlve education. This outcome served none of the program's
1ntended ob1ectives. ) '

The lesson for policymakers is that implementing alternative educa-
tion requires, in part, some plan for balancing the needs and interests
of consumers, teachers, and the school organization. Specific recom-
mendations stemming from teachers' perceptions of problems include the

follow1ng Give teachers management support and do not make enrollment/

" transfer p011c1es entlrely consumer—oriented. In addition, the Minne-

apolis and Cincinnati experiences suggest that smooth implementation
requires a small-scale beginning that has room for modifications as it
grows. As would be expected, no amount of federal funding can ensure

r

success ful change overnight.

%

Teachers are very sensitive to inequities in the workplace. All
teachers want their fair share of support and resources to do their jobs.
Their concern for fair alloeation of district resources extends beyond
sslaries to include such factors as class size, funds for teacher aides,
and equal time with district resource specialists. * Alternative programs,
because of their "specialness,” frequently receive more resources both
through additional funds or simply extra attention from district adminis-~
trators, the community, and the media. To the extent that teachers per-
ceive inequities between alternative and regular programs, tension re-
sults. Tensions between teachers and programs may be very damaging:
Teaching requires extensive interaction with peers, and teachers place
high value on positive, noncompetitive peer relationships.

Our data indicate that inequities are felt on both sides. For
example, some regular teachers perceieved that alternative programs
were attracting all the best students and extra physical amenities.

3 4
See Berman and McLaughlin (1978).
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Alternative teachers complained that they worked harder or were forced
to work in certain alternative programs. As noted earlier, tensions
ran very high in some districts, especially in multiprogram schools.
. This conclusion identifies at least two recommendations for policy-
makers. First, policymakers should be aware that teachers are sensitive
éo 1nequ1t1es and that inequities produce tension. Teachers' concerns

go heyond purely fiscal differences--most regular teachers accept the

\faét that programs initiated by federal funds have more dollars to

spend per pupil. Their concerns include inequities that are not neces-

sa{ily caused by extra dollars but by differences in enrollment pnlicies,
man gement policies, and community support. Second, tensions run higher
%n multiprogram schools, where alternative and regular programs are
hbused\together, and teachers can freely observe differences in resource
distribution. This suggests that alternatives should be physically sepa-
rated frnom regular school programs, which may be difficuit to implement
becausetm/fStalnlng neighborhood schools is most desirable to parents.
This issue waé discussed at some point in every district we studied.

Other ovserversiagree that forcing alternatives to operate as schools-
within-schools was a major cohtriﬁutor to the demise of Alum Rock's
alternative program (see "homas, 1978).

These conclusions and recommendations are based on data from only

four districts, and they should be considered witi: this in mind. How-

ever, some of our findings are consistent with other educaiional research.

Among these are teachers' skepticism about parental choice; teachers'
reluctance to carry manégerial duties in addition to teaching; and
teachers' feelings of tension and competition in multiprogram schools.

1t seems reasonable to assume that districts that take these and other
teachers' comcerns into account when planning their implementation strat-
egy for alternative education will enlist greater teacher support.
Teachers' support is crucial, because they bear the final respomsibility

for making alternative education a classroom reality.

.




Chapter 3

ALTERNATIVES IN ALUM ROCK

.=—=THE SETTING
"- The Alum Rock Union Elementary School District is located in a
1argéiy residential area on the east side of San Jose, California.-

In 1976-77, Alum Rock enrolled 14,000 students in 19 elementary

schools and six middle schools.1 Fifty-seven percent of the students

were Spanish-surnamed, 12 percent were black, and the remaining 31 per-
cent belonged to other etﬂnic groups. At the time alternatives were
first implemented in Alum Rock, the district's revenue base was one of
the poorest in California (at the fourth percentiie compared with all

.

g . 2
~districts in the state).

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE VOUCHER DEMONSTRATION

The’ Alum Rock voucher demonstration began in the fall of 197é and
ended for all practical purposes in the ¢ ring of 1977. The United
‘States Office of Economic Opportunity (OEO) (and later the Nationél
Institute of Education) sponsored the demonstration to see what would
happer. if parents were given the opportunity to enroll their children
in the public or private schools of their choice at public expense.
For a variety of reasons, this objective was never realized.4 Instead,
the voucher demonstration became a test of the idea of parent choice
among alternative educational pr&érams within the public schools.
The initial philosophy and rules of Alum Rock's '"voucher" system

were spelled out in the district's Transition Model Voucher Proposal.5

1Excluding Mount Hamilton School, an isolated one-room school in
the mountains east of San Jose.

2More information about the Alum Rock School District and its com~
munity can be found in Weiler et al. (1972a) and Bass (1978).

3Major arguments for and against the voucher idea can be found in
Mecklenburger and Hostrop (1972) or ZLa Noue (1972).

4
Teachers played an important role in discouraging the entry of
private schools in the demonstration.

5The proposal is reproduced in full in the Documentary Appendix
to Weiler et al. (1974d). ‘1
J
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Each participating school would offer at least two "alternative, dis—

' Each mini-school

tinct’ educational programs" called "mini-schools.'
was to contol its own curriculum, budget, and staffing. All students
who applied to a program were to be admitted, subject only to the avail-
ability of classroom space in the building where the program was located.
Program budgets were to be based on the number of students enrolled in
each program,

It was agreed that each school's pars}cipation in;the demonstration
would be based on a,ﬁajority vote of teachers. 1In 1972, teachers at
six schools voted to join the demonstration. 1In 1973, teachers at
another seven schools voted to join, and a fourteenth school joined‘in
1974.
. At the peak of the demonstration in 1974-75, more than 9200 stu-
dents were enrolled in 5! different mini-school programs. Some pro-
grams were content-oriented (e.g., "Bilingual/Bicultural," "Math-Science,"
"Careers Unlimited," or "World of Fine Arts'). Other mini-schools were
process-oriented (e.g., "Traditional Plus,” "Individual Learning," or
"Learning by Doing"). Mini-schools varied in size from one classroom
to 21 classrooms, with a median size of six c1assrooms.

In theory, each mini-school was to operate as an autonomous unit,
and most mini-schools did have considerable autonomy during the early
years of the demonstration. However, as the demonstration progressed,
it became clear that the idea of mini-school autonomy was not always
consistent with other district policies and commitments. A substantial
erosion of program dutonomy was evident by the end of the fourth year
of the demonstration (1.975-76).

In the spring of 1976, the Alum Rock Board of Trustees voted to
reduce the number of alternative programs that were being offered with-
in the district. Participating schools were told that they ‘could offer
at most three programs per school and were given the option of returning
to a single school-wide program. At the same time, the regular schools
were given the option of offering two or three programs each. Seven,of
the 14 participating schools chose to continue their mini-school form

of organization in 1976-77, and they were joined by two regular schools
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" “and 1977-78. However, the single-program schools served mainly as

that decided to offer multiple programs for the first time. These

nine schools offered a total of 20 school-within-school alternatives

.during 1976--77.6 C e

By 1977-78, only two schools in Alum Rock were still offering -
more than one educational program. The district's open enrollment
policy continued, but the district's experiment with parent choice - »

among distinctive educational programs had all but ended.

DISTRICT GOALS AND CONSTRAINTS

The official goals of the voucher demonstration were stated as

follows:7

o To offer all parents in the demonstration area a range of
choices for the education of their children. 1In particula%,
it is hoped that the right of educational choice presently
available only to the affluent will be extended to the poor
and middle-income sectors of the community [emphasis added].

o ™ allow schools to become more responsive to the needs of
tﬁeir communities and to involve parents more meaningfully
in their decisionmaking processes.

o To stimulate parents to takg‘a more active interest and be-
come more involved in the education of their children.

o To improve the educational achievement of the participating
students.

o To increasé the level of parental satisfaction with the

schools.

The district chose to call all its schools alternatives in 1976-77

neighborhood schools and did not seem to try very hard to differentiate
themselves by program theme. In addition, only 25 percent of the
teachers in single-program schools perceived themselves as teaching in
an alternative program (Spring 1977 teacher’survey, question 6). Con-
sequently,éonly school-within-school programs have been treated as
alternatives in this report.

,.7Transition Model Voucher Proposal (Weiler et al., 1974d, pp. 2-3).
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The superintendent also saw the demonstration as a way to accoﬁplish
greater decentralization of decisionmaking within the district and to
bring in several million federal,dollars at a time of tight finances.

The district and OEO jointly agreed that the six "pilét" schools
(with about 3800’students) would particibéte the first year, and thag-
the district would try to expand the demonstration to include 8000 to
10,000 students the second year. No specific participation goals were

_establzéhed beyond the second year of the demonstration.

With ample federal funding, Alum Rock faced few financial con-
straints in implementing its version of alternatives. However, Alum
Rock was significantly cdonstrained by parents' concerns and lack of
staff support.

Parents, for example; were unwilling to accept the district's‘
initial proposal that schools be the units of choice, because they‘
wanted to be sure they could find an acceptable program without having *
to leave their. own neighborhood.8 In response, the district agreed
that each school would offer at least two distinct programs (called
"mini-schools™). 7 .

’ Further, the principals feared that the mini-schools could become
so autonomous that the principals would have nothing to do. The dis-
trict met this concern by keeping the language of the Transition Model
Voucher Proposal vague on the division of responsibilities between
pr{nc%pals and teachers.

Meanwhile, teachers were concerned that the demonstration could
affect their job security. In response, the Transition Model ybucher

Proposal was amended to include guarantees that participating teachers

would.retain all tenure and seniority rights during the course of the

8See Bridge and Blackman (1978) for an extended analysis of
parents' responses to alternatives in Alum Rock and other districts. ~

9"We foresee the program administration and staff as exclusively
responsible for their own policy and curriculum.... Most of the deci-
sionmaking power must reside in the individual schools and programs
which are ¢ompeting for the child's support" [emphasis added]. Tran-
sition Model Voucher Proposal (Weiler et al., 1974d, pp. 13, 30).
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demonstration and that 'OEO would pay up to one year's salary for any .

teicher displaced by the demonstration. .

Each of these‘deéisions_had-important consequences for teachers

as 2111 be shown_below. s . ——*

'.\‘\rs s /. ) n/.,.

IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES

Several features of Alum Rock's implementation policies have al-

ready been identified: the mini-school form of organization, the emr
phasis on mini-school autonomy, the use of outside funding, and so‘
forth. The following‘segtions,discuss this implementation strategy in
a more systematic way by examinihg Alum Rock's strategic choices in

. four main areas: (1) responsibility for program formation and manage;
ment j (25 stud?nt admission and transfer policiesi (3) financial sup-

port for alternatives; and (4) leadership support for alternatives.

!
Responsibility for Program Formation and Management

In Alum Rock, teachers had a substantial role in program decision-
making. First, teachers voted on whether or not their schools wou}d.
_participate in the demonstration. Once they decided to participate,
teachers took a large role in deciding how many and what kinds of
programs would be offered. Teachers had almost complete control ovet
curriculum decisioﬁs and considerable control over budget and personnel
déci;ions as wellj :Contrarxnto the original design of the demonstra-

tion, teatchers even influenced pfbgram size.

Dertding To Join the Demonstration. The rules of the demonstra-

tion stated that schools could entef the  demonstration only if a majority
of teachers voted to join. Also, individual teachers who did not agree
‘with the majority decision could apbly fér positions in regular schools
as they became. available. ’ 7 7
Principals played a major role in persuading their faculties to
join,10 but most teachers seem to have entered the demonstration will-
ingly. In October 1972, 70 percent of the teachers in the originalq‘

participating schools said they were "very pleased” or "somewhat pleased"

10See Thomas (1978), pp. 21-23.
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to be participating in the demonst:rat:icm.‘11 In May 1973, 60 percent
) "
of the-expg@nsion.voucher teachers said they were "very pleased" or

"somewhat pleased” that their schools would be-participating.

» - »
. Program Formation. For schoo'lls eéectfngialternative status,  the .

process of deciding the numbexr aagf thgéme of proérams to be offered

varied from school to school. n some schools, tfachers were the sole

.. - \ . . . )
decisionmakers. In other cipal helped-to decide which

ools, the\pri
- programé would b;/yf%e . In apme séhb&iz, teathers developed a list

] " of themes and su mb ted. the 1ist:to‘parents. Géneraliy, however; o
teachers playéd the domiﬁént role in program formation. The Qistrict's

central administfation did not enter the decisionmaking process.

"Propram Management. The small size of most mini-schools made it

) uneconomical to emp%&g nanteaching:program managers, yet the mini-,

schools h?dAmany mandgerial tagsks to perform, including the aispo§ition
of a large discretiop?FX Q:dget (see the settion on financial sqpport),
the selection of new tqaghers and classroom aides, and community re-
. . - lations work, Thus,’the mini-schools *had to eilther appoint a teacheg
-as a program coordinatbr, or make:masiagement decisions by committee. ) ’ *-
. Most mini—schools-B%d choose one teacher to be the mini-school . )
"coordiné}:,or,"l2 The primgr; job .of most mini-school coordinators was’

. & - 4 « .
to act as a liaison person with the principal, other mini-schools, and
.~ . 7 ' .

il

s "district-lével personnel. In some cases, the mini-school coordinator

¥

was als» responsible for community relations. Rarely did the coordi-

natot's're§p6hsibilities include the direc;/ﬁdnagement of other teachers.
- A

At a few mini-schools, th& teachers we talktd with suggested that the

coordinator did mot have any definite,}es
%

ponsibilities except to act ,
as a figurehead. - ’

4

11FalZL 1972 teacher surv?y. : ,
_ 12]’.n 1975, Rand inferviewed teachers at. %4 of the district's 51
- mini~schdols. W¢ found that 19 .of the 24 coordinators. Fifteen )
of these were sélected by their peers of volunteered for the job. Two

Were selected by the school® princjipal. At one mini-school, the coordi-
rator's job was rotated among the mini-school teachegé.
school did not state how its coordinator was selected.

2

One mini-

s
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The Transition Model voucher Proposal suggested that program

coordinators might receive extra compensation for their responsibili-
t:ies.13 Some mini-school coordinators were paid for the .extra hours
they worked on program planning, but no salary differential oer se was

giver t —~i~i- school coordinators. , N

In »._.amary, mini-school coordinators were usually full time teach—

ers who did not have special released time for program developm,nt and

did rot have a great deal of authority over other teachers in the pro-

gram.

“

S:udenr Admission and Transfer Policies -

District policies governing student enrollments in alternative

programs were in sharp cortrast with Alum Rock's general policy of

program autonomy. Instead of giving each program the freedom to de-
cide how big it wanted to be (as would have been the case in a system

of truly autonomous units), the district proposed to guarantee each

_ chx d a place <in the program of his or ber choice. This meant*thaf

some teachers might have to be transferred to progréms<£hey did notr
prefer to teach -in, and Some programs mlght have to expand against )
their wishes. Thus, although teachers could determine the number of
programs in their school, they had little control of the program size.

Student Admissions and Transfers duritg the Summer. Most admis-

sions and transfer activitr in Alum Rock took place in the spring and

'sumwer pr-. 2xding each school year. During the open enrollment period,

programs were required to accept all applicants, subject only to limi-

. tations of building capacity. (Programs that wz.ted to admit students

in excess of their building capacity could apply for funds to set up

portable classrooms.)

The first year (1972) enrollments were ke.L open until the start
of school in September. The second year envollments were kept open
only until May 25, so the schools and .programs would have more time

to plan their fall staffing. A‘ter the deadline, parents had to choose
13
Weiler et al., 1974d, Sec. III, 8.4.




‘to continue open enrollments until they were full, and seven chose to. - =

Y

‘among those prégrams that were still accepting stude t:s.14 The third

year enrollment was again unrestricted until May 25,/ after wanich each

sehool could choose between continuing open enrollment for its mini-
sghools until the building was filled, or settlng a maximum enrollment
for each mini-school based on the proportlon of students who had applled

to each program by May 25 ("11near projection"). Seven schools chose

use linear projection.

Under Alum Rock's enrollment rules, the later students applied,
the smaller was their choice of programs. However, the enrollment
policies were so favorable to parents :*at almost all were able to.en- =~
roll their children in their fiist:choice programs.

Student Admissions and Transfers during the School Year.- When the

demonstration began, the district's official policy was that parents
should have the right to transfer their children at any time. Many
teachers objected that their mini-schools could not plan adequately
without some limiEs on student transfers during the year. Teachers at
two of the six schools simhly ignored the official poligy and refused
to;admit any new students. The district continued to assert the prin-
ciple of unlimited student transfer rights but conceded to the teachers
by agreeing that mini-schools could close their enrollments 'temporar-

"

ily. At one point in th. first year, only one alternative sc..ool was.

admitting newly enrolled children.
The controversy over student t;ﬁggfex_;ights continued during the
secoud year of the dcmonstration. _As in the first year, some mini-

schools unilaterally closed their enrollments when they reached a

4Two programs won permigssion to set absolute limits on their en-
rollments. It was agreed that a lottery on May 25 would determine
which applicants would be admitted to these programs. One school
(Meyer) decided to stay open to all applicants and set up "satellites"
--classrooms that would be located at other school sites, but which
would nevertheless ''belong" to Meyer School.

15The enrollment system was simplified somewhat by the elimination
of lotteries .nd satelliting. Schools that wanted to accept students
in excess of their building capacity could still apply for portable
classrooms. (Note that this was a schocl-level decision, not a program-
level decision. As such, it was probably influenced more by the pyin-
cipal's views than tbose of teachers.)

- ) 51\
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jipredetermined desired size. The listrict continued to retain the open
,enrollment policy on the books but declined to enforce it.

By--the third year of the demonstration, student ‘transfer fights

,,/~/"/Huring the school year were'no longer an issue. The right of mini-
schools to limit student transfers during the year became the district's

de facto policy.

Financial *Support for Alternatives ‘

The mini-schools received .nearly $200 per pupil in extra federal
funding during 1972-73 and 1973-74, and about $100 per pupil during
1974-75 and 1975-76. Ten to 15 percent of this funding was earmarked
for in-service education, mostly in the first two years of the demon-
stration.16 The rest of the extra funding was discretionary. Mini-
schools could hire aides, buy materials and supplies, go on field trips, |
or (in the first three years of the demonstration) hire some teachers ]
and offer smaller classes. !

After a state school finance reform bill was passed in 1974, both
‘alternative and regular schools began to receive state compensatory
education funds. (The alternative schools received about $75 per pupil.)
These funds were allocated to the schools rather than to the mini-
schools. This occurred, in part, because state regulations required a
w;fgié; ﬁlan from each educational unit that received funds. The dis-
trict decided it would be easier to write school-wide plans than to

create a separate plan for each mini-school.

Leadership Support for Alternatives

The leadership efforts of Superintendent William Jefferds were
an important factor in the district's decision to initiate the voucher o
demonstration. Later, when the acting superintendent and board withdrew

the district's commifgint to the mini-scnool system, it quickly collapsed.

16Teachers had insisted that OEO provide funds ''to compensate par-
ticipating personnel for the additional time which they spent in plan-
ning for the demonstration.”" (Weiler et al., 1974d, Sec. III, 8.5).
Each school received about $30,000 for the first year and about $6000
the second year for this purpose.
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Superintendent Jefferds' efforts to get the demonstration started

are discussed in some detail by Weiler et al. (1974b) and Bass (1978).

,.

I'X)

His success in winning teacher support Inr the experiment was due to
bcth his excellent recora of negétiétion and consultation with teachers
and his low-key, non-ideological manner of arguing for the district's
participation in the demonstration. Leaving the strong advocacy role

- to others, the superintendent argued for vouchers as an idea worth try-
ing as an experiment. It was clear to teachers that the superintendent
was not advocating the dissolution of his own school system for the
sake of the Voucher idea, and that he was prepared to reconsider his

- support for the voucher idea if it should have significant negative
consequences for teachers or any major interest group in Alum Rock.

In the fourth year of the demonstration, Superintendent Jeflerds
took a one-year leave of absence and Dr. Walter Symonds became Accing
Superintendent. Neither Dr. Symonds nor the Board of Trustees were
enthusiastic about the way the mini-schools were working. They felt
there were too many programs that were not very different from each

. other, causing confusion among parents. Also, there was concern that

the absence of a common curriculum was causing discontinuities in stu--

dents' learning expefiences when they transferred among programs. To
simplify the system, the board ordered that no school could offer more
than three programs in 1976-77, and that any school could return to a
single, school-wide educational program if it wished. It was a clear
signal that the district leadership no longer supported the mini-

17
school concept.
7 Our interviews with teachers suggest that many teachers saw this

action as a signal that the experimer* was over. Some teachers who

would have liked to maintain their mini-schools gave in at this point,

not wishing to fight for an idea the district no longer eandors ..

17It is worth remembering that Superintendent Jefferds originally

intended schools, not mini-schools, to be autonomous, competing units
of his transition voucher model. He only accepted the mini-school idea
because parents insisted that the system of parent choice must not con-
flict with the idea of neighborhood schools.

Q 5363
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Summary
Alum Rock's policies for implementing alternatives included the

following features:

o Teachers had a considerable influence over program formatio;
and management decisions in the early years of the déﬁonéfrh— J
tion, but this infi;ence declined as the demonstration pro-
gressed. I

o The district's admission policies were sharply proconsumer.
At flrst, mini-schools were exp:cted to accommodate new stu-
dents on demand. Thig idea was eventually dropped because of
teacher opposition, but the mini-schools were still expected
to reorganize each school year if uecessary to accommodate
all students who wanted to be admitted.

o Participating programs received ample discretionaiy funding
in the first few years 6f the demonstration, but discretion-
ary funds were gradually withdrawn.

o The superintendent's support for the demonstration tended to
be relatively pragmatic: Leadership support for the demon-
stration was strong in the early years, but dropped sharply
in the fourth year when leadership changed and federal fund-

ing was coming to an end.

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF ALTERNATIVES

The preceding discussion of Alum Rock's implementation strategy
provides some indications of teachers' responsesﬁ;pfthélzémonstration,
particularly in areas where teachers' re se;/had a direct influence
on the way the demonstratiop wa&/ESHg;::ij?n The following pages(exam~
ine teachers' assessmentgﬂgf the main positive and negative features
of the Hemonstration in 1974 (the second year of implementation). We
have organized the responses into fou; main catégories: advantages
and disadvantages for students, advantages for parents,18 advantages
and disadvantages for teachers; and general advantages and disadvan-

tages.

8Teachers did not report any disadvantages for parents.

39
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) Tableé 3.1 shows that most teachers mentioned advantages for stu-
dents or parents as positive features of the demonstration. The most
frequgntly'mentioned advantage for students was the better match be-
tween the.curriculum and»stu&éntsf needs or interests. The most fre-
quently mentioned advantage for parents was the availability of choice
per se. ,

Fifty-seven percent of the alternative teachers (and 33 percent
of the regular teac?ers)_mentioned benefits to teachers. The most
frequently mentioned benefit to teachers was increased teacher influence
over educational decisions. Oiher benefits to teachers included éreater
a;tonomy, a sense of teiamwork among mini-school teachers, and the stimu-
lation of doing something different.

One general advantage of the demonsttation was mentioned more often
than any specific effects ‘on students, parents, or teachers: the tre-
“mendous influx of money to the alternative schools and the increased
staff, materials, and activities <his money could buy. Sixty-one per-
cent of the alternative teachers and 46 percent of the regular teachers
suggested that the extra money was one of the main positive features of
the demonétration.

Teachers' assessments of the disadvantages in the demonstration
are summarized in Table 3.2. Among the drawbacks of the demonstration,
13 percent of the alternative teachers and 30 percent of the regular
teachers expressed doubt that students would benefit from the demca-
stration. Some teachers noted the lack of educational continuity re-
sulting from so many programs. Others doubted the ability of parents
to make good program choices. '

Almost all of the teachers mentioned disadvantages for teachers
among the negative features of the demonstration. The most frequent
complaint was that the demonstration had caused too much competition
among teachers. Many teachers élso noted that the demonstration created
too much work for teachers, including too many meetings and too much
administrative work. Other teacher complaints included assertions that
the demonstration was being poorly administered, worries about the
demonstration's effects on teachers’ job security, and (for a few o
teachers) resentment at the increased role parents were playing in
school decisgions.

60
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Table 3.1

WHAT ALUM ROCK TEACHERS LIKED ABOUT ALTERNATIVES

What do you think are the main positive features of the

voucher demonstration?

} Percent Citing the

. - Advantage
: ’ 1
‘Alternative | Regular
Advantage Teachers . Teachers -
Advantages for Students
Students more interested/better able to fit,
education to students' needs i 26 22
Students have a choice | 15 i 19
- One or more advantages for students § 39 37
i
Advantages for Parents
Parents have a choice 29 31
Parents more involved/have more input ! 25 i 16
One or more advantages for parents f 48 § 43
Advantages for Teachers
Increased teacher influence 33 10
Increased teacher autonomy 19 16
Increased teacher teamwork,/less isolation 11 i 6
More growthful/stimulating for teachers 7 ! 3
One or more advantages for teachers 57 : 33
General Advantages
More money/benefits deriving from money § 61 46
N 84 67

SOURCE: Winter 1974 teacher survey, question 6.
asked to a 25-percent sample of teachers (N=151).

of alternative or regular teachers are shown.

The question was
Up to 4 responses
per teacher were coded. Only advantages cited by at least 5 percent

°




46

Table 3.2
WHAT ALUM ROCK TEACHERS DISLIKED ABOUT ALTERNATIVES

What do you think are the main negative features of the
voucher demonstration?

%

T

i Percent Citing the
Disadvantage

‘Alternative |Regular

Disadvantage * Teachers |[Teachers

Disadvantages for Students

Less learning taking placeldisbfienting for §

students/lack of continuity . 7 15
Parents-are poorly informed/do not know whatg
they are choosing i 6 15
, One or more disadvantages for students Pt 13 30
- Disadvantages-for Teachers
Too much competition among teachers a6 37
Takes too much time/too many :eetings/too
many administrative duties : 42 34
Lack of direction/poor administration 27 18
Worry about enrollments/jobs 8 9
Too murh parent power 4 8
One or more disadvantages for teachers 88 89
General Disadvantages
Enrollment problems - 16 10
Red tape/problems getting supplies : 16 9
Waste of money ; 6 13
Transportation problems ! 8 3
- Miscellaneous complaints ! 11 6
One or more general disadvantage 57 41
N 84 67

SOURCE: Winter 1974 teacher survey, question 7. The question

was asked to a 25-percent sample of teachers (N=151). Up to 4 re-

sponses per teacher were coded.
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Teachers also had a variety of general complaints about the demon-
stration. These included complaints about enrollment problems, red
tape, and transportation problems, plus some sentiment that the demon-
stration was a waste,of money.

Overall, these data suggest that teachers liked the demonstration

p"imarily because it benef1ted students, increased choices for parents,

increased influence of teachers, and provided extra money. However,
many teachers disliked the demonstration because it fostered competi-
tion among teachers and required extra work from teachers. Thése per-

ceptions are explored in greater detail below.

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON STUDENTS AND PARENTS

Parents versus Students as the Intended Beneficiary

Teachers' open—ended comments about alternatives (see Table 3.1)
indicated that teachers saw parents, students, or both as the intended
beneficiary of alternatives. Since the primary rationale for the Alum
Rock demonstration was to give parents more influence over the schools,
it is not surprising that more teachers cited the demonstration's bene-
fits to parents than cited its benefits to students.

Teachers had mixed opinions about whether the demonstration would
improve (or had improved) the quality of education in Alum Rock (see
Table 3.3). Most alternative teachers initially thought the quality
of education in Alum Rock would be improved, but by the fourth year less
than half thought an improvement in the quality of education had actu-
ally taken place. The teachers in the expansion alternative schools
were somewhat less positive than original teachers regarding increased
educational quality. By the end of the demonstration, half of the
teachers perceived no changes in quality. Throughout the demonstration,
the regular teachers thought the demonstration did not affect the qual-
ity of education in Alum Rock one way or the other. Among those regu-

lar teachers who thought it would change the quality of education,

63
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Table 3.3

PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVES
IN ALUM ROCK )
(Ir percent)

In general, how do you think the voucher demonstration will
affect (has affected) the quality of education received by the
ckildren of Alum Rock?a

o 1
— — . Group .. Effect 1973.1.1974 1975 | 1976 [ 1977

Original Increase quality 74 i 75 i 73 57 52
alternative | Not change quality! 25 20 . 21 34 41
teachersb Decrease quality 1 4 | 6 9 7
100 99 | 100 | 100 |"100

» —
N ; 113§ 113 | 146 | 132 | 120

; 7
Expansion Increase quality | 52 52 ' 45 40 36
alternative : Not change quality! 43 38 | 45 41 * 51
teachers® Decrease quality i 5 10 : _10 19 113
' 100 100 ; 100 100 100
N 132 1 143 | 169 169 | 146

v = '
Regular Increase quality 33 32 020 16 25
teachersd Not change qualityi 51 47 58 49 50
Decrease quality 16 21 22 35 25
100 100 | 100 100 100
N 150 158 | 174 | 178 206
All Increase quality 51 50 L5 36 35
teachers Not change quality; 41 37 42 42 48
Decrease quality 8 13 13 22 | 17
. 100 100 | 100 100 100
. N 396 | 414 | 499 | 479 | 472

SOURCES: Spring teacher surveys, 1973-1977.
aWOrding varied slightly from year to year'.
bTeachers at the six schools that joined in 1972-73.

“Teachers at the eight schools that joined in 1973-74 and
1974~75. (One of the eight schoois closed in June 1976, and its
teachers were transferred to a nonvoucher school.)

d .
Teachers at the 11 schools that never participated in the
demonstration, .
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approximately the same number thought it would be for the better as
thought it would be for the worse.19

Ability of Parents To Make Good Program Choices

When teachers were asked to identify the main negative features
of the demonstration, only 10 percent volunteered that the quality of
parents' program choices was a serious problem. However, when teachers

were asked_directly whether they felt parents knew enough-to make good

choices, many teachers said "No." 1In the first year of the demonstra-~
tion, gnly 47 percent'of the alternétive teachers felt that parents

had enough inforﬁation to> choose among the programs in their school.

By the"end of the secon. vear, 64 percentlof the alternative- teachers
thought parents had enough information, but 36 percent still felt they
did ngzi In 1977, after a major féorganization of programs, only 18
percent of the teachers in Alum Rock felt confident that parents knew
enough about the programs being offered to be able to make good choices

(see Table 3.4).

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON TEACHERS

Teacher Control of the Work Environment ,

As noted previously, Alum Rock's implementation strategy gave
teachers the primary responsibility for initiating, developing, and
managing their own programs but tried to give parents the final word
over program admission. The results for teachers were mixed. Most
were able tc teach in the programs they preferred, but some were
assigned to less-preferred programs and many worried that they might
be. Most teachers said their influence declined as the demonstration
progressed, and teachers were never able to limit enrollments as they

desired.

19An analysis of teachers' initial attitudes toward the demonstra-
tion showed only minor differences in attitude among teachers of dif-
ferent ages, ethnic groups, and union affiliations. Teachers with
more than 20 years of experience were the most skeptical group (Weiler
et al, (1974), pp. 146-149).

op)
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Table 3.4

CONFIDENCE IN PAREMTS' PROGRAM CHOICES IN ALUM ROCK
(In percent)

Do you think parents had enough informatiun to choose among pro-
grams in your school?

o

Alternative Alternative
Teachers, Teachers,
Response Fall 1972 Spring 1974
Y S eennieeneeneseosennnnnns 47 64
No.ooeoeeeiiiiinninnnsnnnn, 53 Y 36
- o 100 T ,100 T T
Ne e eeeeeeeeeernnnnnnns 97 239
Do you think most parvents know enough about the educational pro-

grams being
chotices for

offered in your district to be able to make good program
their children?

F =
ormer Former
Alternative Regular
Teachers, Teachers,
Re sponse Spring 1977 Spring 1977
D =Y 2 18 13
NOveeeerieeiinennnnosnnnsoes 66 69
Do not know......... Fevssnes _16 18
. 100 100
- O 267 T 209
SOURCES: Fall 1972 teacher survey, question 24; Spring 1974 .

teacher survey, question 22; Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 4.
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Choice.”™ At the stark'&f the demonstration, 76 percent of the
alternative teachers indicated that they were teaching in their first-
choice program, while 17 percent indicated that they woulgﬁprefer to
teach elsewhere. Seven percent said they were indiffé;;;f about their
program assignment (Spring 1972 teacher survey, question 6). Thus,
the sy§tem of parent choice in Alum Rock allowed most teachers to have

‘the program assignments they preferred and forced only a minority into
programs they would not have chosen freely. (Teacher dissatisfaction
with program assignments was only 5 to 19 percent higher f&r alternative.
teachers than for regularvteachers.) However, many teachers who were
able to teach in the programs they liked still wérried that they might
be forced to teach elsewhere if enrollmentis dwindled. Forty~nine per-
cent of the teachers in 1975 and 39 percent in 1976 said their mini-
schools had worried whether they would attract enough students to avoid
forced program transfers.20 )

. Voice. The demonstrdtion brought teachers much more influence
over curriculum, budget, and staffing decisions than they had previously

experienced. 1In the second year, for example:

o 87 percent of the alternative teachers felt they had Ya lot"
of influence over curriculum decisions;

o 70 percent felt they had a lot of influence over budget deci-
sions; and

o 57 percent felt they had a lot of influence over teacher hir-
ing decigions.

: o {
Most teachers liked their increased influence over program deci-

sion:. At the end of the first year, 67 percent of the alternative

teachers indicated that "more teacher authority" was one of the main

advantages of the demonstration.22 The following year, 68 percent of

2OSpring 1975 teacher survey, question,35; Springilg76 teacher
survey; question 29.

-
L]

21Spring 1974 teacher survey, question 20.

22Spring 1973 teacher survey, question 93.

g.! - >
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‘them. This aspect of the mini-school system is dlscussed more thoroughly

the alternative teachers said that teacher influence on school pdlicy |
1
had increased, and 85 percent of these teachers felt the increase was
£

o
-~

a change for the better.

Greater influence over pfogram decigions was not without its price,
however. Many teachers did not appreciate .the time‘it took( to make the®
currlculum, budget, and staffing decisions that had been turhed over to

B

below under ‘the heading "Workload."

a

As the end of the demonstration neared,. mini-school autonomy became

more restricted. In 'the fourth year of .the demonstration, only 58 per-

“school form of organization because the mini-schools controlled so-little

cent of the teachers felt they had a lot of influence over curriculum
decisions; 29 percent felt they had a lot of influence over budget de-
cisiens; and 17 percent felt they had a lot of influence over hiring
decisions.24 The fact that teachers experienced less and less -influence
over program decisions as the demonstration progressed is one q; severel
reasons‘for the demise of the mini-schools. In our follow-up interviews

with ®Beachers in 1977, several said they had voted to return to a single~-

anyway .

One aspect of program decisionmaking over which teachers never felt
they had enough volce was the determlndtlon of program size. The dis-
trict's initial goal was to allow students to enter or 1eave programs on
demand. This goal was so unpopular with teachers that the district
never enforced students' enrollment and transfer rights during the year.
However, the district still insisted that all students be alloged to

enroll in their first-choice programs each fall.

Teachers' objections to the district's policies on student admis-
{

It was not easy to accommodate students‘exéept in multiples

sions and transfers included the following:

of 30, the average class size. Accepting "15 new students,

for example, into a program with 90 students and 3 teachers

248pring,1974 teacher survey, question 9b.

25Spring 1976 teacher survey, question 23.

-
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would require the program either to increase its average class

size to 35 or to hire a new teacher and drop its average class

size to 26. (For a variety of reasons the d}strict did not
encourage either of these optionms.) P ] .

o It was difficult to plan for programs withgut knowing how 15
many students would be enrolled from week to week.

o Teachers in some ,programs felt they did not have enough con~
trol over the selection of new teachers to be able to preserve
the distinctive charactér of their.programtﬁf it greﬁ. ‘

o Some teachers felt that smallness itself was an impoftant part . -
of thelr program and that the program would become qualitatively
different if it grew. ‘ ) . .-

d‘ Some téachers did not want to go through the social readjust- .

ments necessary to accommodate new teachers into their pro-

'grgﬁs , i '
o Teachers in some programs wanted a waiting list for their pro- i -
grafas so that students who left during the course of the year . 3

could be readily replaced ‘

-

¢

‘Some of these objections might well ‘be dismissed as trivial,lfut
others vepresented real dilemmas for the mini~-schools. The district‘s

policy that programs must aBcept all applicants created particular

problems” for successful popular programs that we : expected to main~

tain program integrity while accommodating an increasing and unpre-

dictable\numb of dents and staff. - .

Autonomy.

classrBom autonomy.

stem of alternatives can enhance or detract from
teachers’ If the alternative programs are loosely
struntured, t

1

chers may feel that they have more autonomy under alter-

the system is one in which:- programs are highly prescriptive

-

natives.

“This was particularly so under the district's "fine-tuned" bud-

get system that based program income oa daily enrollments. If a pro~ R
gram committed its projected income early in the school year and its
enrollment subsequently declined, it would be in financial trouble.

(This fine~tuned system.was abandoned as: impractical in the fourth

year of the demonstration.)

p
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dbout teachers' classroom behavior, teachers may feel%they have less
autonomyithan before. , )

' In Alum Rock, about. half of the alternative teééhers said they had
experienced an increased sense of autonomy since tﬁe beginning of the

§§ demonstration; .oout a thﬁrd felt that teacher autbnomy had stayed the

s : same; about a sixth feltfteacher autonomy had dec}eased. Because regu-
lar teachers reported very similar expeviences in their schools, it
would appear that the demonsgration itself did not héve a consistent

26
effect on teacher autonomy.

Iz Worklo;d

’ Given the sharp increase in teacher ipfluence over program deci-

sion§, it is not surprising that most teachers reported an increas: in

Lt - 'r workload as well. In the spring of 1373, 51 percent of the orig-

inal alternative tea?hers reborted working at least six more hours per

week than they had the previous year. In the winter of 1974, 43 per-

cent‘of the original alternative teachers and 40 percent of the expan-

- j sion teachers felt that the extra effort required by the demonstration
~ was one of its main‘ﬁegative features. Twenty-two percent of the

- teachers specificallyﬁcomplained about their new administrative and

budgeting duties. This disadvantage ¢f the teacher-controlled model

is illustrated by several teachers' comments:

Y

. New teachers have to make many more decisions for themselves
- such as budgetary decisions, hiring decisions, staffing deci-
sions, and material decisions. Above all, much more contrel
L of the finances that are put into the school and how they
will be spent. This means that they have had to spend a lot
more time out of the classroom, especially in planning, organi-
~zation, and evaluation‘'of the mini-school.

Teachers are overworked and underpaid. There are meetings
before school and after school that we aren't getting paid
- for. Teachers are handling a lot of things thzsc the admin-
istrators are getting paid for. The principal gets [more
than teachers] and we are doing his job and should be paid
- for it rather than have the principal get paid for something
he isn't doing. -

.

j - 26Annual teacher surveys, 1974-1977.
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The significance of these remarks is highlighted when compared
with the comments of teachers in other districts: In no other site
did teacﬁers complain as much about the extra workload, and in no other
site did so many teachers have go much responsibility for managerial

decisionmaking.

Teacher~Peer Relations -

In Alum Rock, tension between programs was seen as a major problem
by about a third of the alternative teachers in 1975 and 1976. Only in
the‘fifth year of the demonstration (1976-77) did tension among pro-
grams dfop appreciably.27 The perceptibn of tension as a problem varied
significantly from school to school. At three schools in 1975, less

“than 20 percent of the teachers felt tension among programs was a major
problem. At four schools, more than half of the teachers felt .t was
a major problem, '

Tension among programs was partly due to the fact that the programs
were competing for students. In addition, some mini-schools found them-
selves competing with one another for school resources. For example, a
large mini-school in one school unilaterally appropriated some equip-
ment that the other mini-schools thought should be shared, and there
was a long fight before a decision was finally made to share the equip~-
ment among all programs. At another school, several teachers felt that
one program was getting preferentiel treatment from the principal, in-
cluding the opportunity for teachers t; gec extra work assignments that
vere pald for out cf school funds.

.In some schools, tension among programs was also exacerbated by
status competition. Some teachers liked ko make comparisons among pro-
gra s and how th. were viewed by the community. Occasionally teachers
and students were heard making disparaging remarks about other mini-
schools. At one school, a popular mini-school got so much publicity

from the news media that the other teachers were resentful,

27Spring 1975 teacher survey, question 8a; Spring 1976 teacher
survey, question 9a; Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 2la.
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The fact that tension among programs was not a serious problem
at every multiprogram school suggests that it can be moderated. 1In
fact, a related report (Thomas, 1978) suggests that the principal can

play an.important part in moderating tension among programs in multi-

program schools. Still, the existence of different educational programs

under the same roof seems to invoke tension among teachers. This may
explain why 52 percent of the teachers in Alum Rock said they prefer-
red a single educational program at their school, while 37 percent pre-

ferred multiprogram schogls.ze.

Distribution of District Resources

"Alternative Teachers. Sixty-two percent of the alternative

teachers we surveyed in 1974 reported that the flow of federal funds
into their schools was one of the main positive features of the depon—
stration. In fact, when they were asked later the same year whether
they agreed or disagreed that "All things considered, the major bene-
fit of the voucher system is the additional money received by schools
in the district,” 84 perce&t agreed.29 Thus, the funding was an im-
portant incentive in getting teachers tc join the demonstration.

Teachers specifically requested funds for in-service training to
support program development. The Transition Model Voucher Proposal
said, "We are committed to the notion that adequate funding for in-
service training is essential for the development of real alternatives
in the six pilot schools during the first year. Funding for alter-
natives should be provided as a separate category of expense, and
should not be commingled with voucher revenues. We propose that OEQ.
provide funds to support an in-service program to develop alternatives.
As noted earlier, OEO did provide an in-service allowance for each

voucher scheool.

2 . . . .

8Sprlng 1977 teacher survey, question 11. The distributions of
opinion among former voucher teachers and former nonvoucher teachers
were virrually identical on thils issue.

29Spr:ing 1974 teacher survey, question 8b.
o
3LWei]er et al., 1974d, Sec. III, 7.

LT
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We have already alluded toifhe competition for resources among
programs in the same building. In 1975, 32 perceni of the teachers
felt that fairness in allocating discretionary funds had been a major
problem that year, and 26 percent of the teachers felt it was a major
problem in 1976.31 Thus, teachers were not primarily concerned that
participating schools got more than regular schools, but‘rather that
some programs seemed to be getting more than others.  These fiudings
may have been exacerbated by the mini-school form of organization,
where differences in resource use were quite visible.

Regular Teachers. In the Winter 1974 teacher survey, 48 percent

of the ragular teachers saw the increased funding for participating
schools as one of the main positive features of the demonstration.
Thirteen percent felt the extra expenditures were a waste of money,

but only 1 percent felt the distribution of funds to participating
schools *7as unfair. In our interviews with the leaders of teacher
organizations in Alum Rock, the subsidization was not mentioned as a
concern of regular teachers. v

The following factors may help explain why regular teachers showed

so little concern about the subsidization of alternatives in Alum Rock:

o The funding source for alternatives was external to the
district.

o Alternative and regular teachers were housed separately,
inhibiting direct comparisons of the resources allocated
to alternative and regulaf programs.

o Dﬁring most of the demonstration, there was adequate .unding

for both types of schools.

Net Effect on Teachers

Thus far, the data indicate that the demonstration brought with
it both advantages and disadvantages for teachers. The increased re-

sources, teachcr influence, freedom to be creative, and teamwork had

318pring 1975 teagher survey, question 8e; Spring 1976 teacher
survey, question 9Je.
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to be balanced against the unpleasantness of competition, the long

work days, and other problems. How did these factors balance out? Our
-data show that most of the original alternative teachers felt .the demon-
stration had a net positive effect on teachers, but most expansion and
regular teachers felt the demonstration had a net negative effect on

teachers (see Table 3.5).

TEACHERS' OVERALL SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES

The - -evious analyses have shown that alterﬁative, expansion, and
regular teachers difrfered in their sup»wort of alternative education.
Teachers' perceptions of the effects of alternatives on students
(Table 3.3) and teachers (Table 3.5) showed the following patterns:

’ g .

o Teachers in the s.ix original partié?ﬁfting schools were the
most enthusiastic toward alternatives. During the first
three years of the demonstfation, about 75 percent of these
teachers felt it would increase the quality of education in
the d lct, and almost none felt the qualigy of education
would decline. In the fourth and fifth years, about 55 per-
cent of this group felt the quality of education had increased,
and less than 10 percent felt it had declined. Most of the
teachers in the original alternative schools also felt that
the deméﬁstration had a net positive effect on teachers, al-
though the proportion who felt this way declined to 50 per-
cent in the fifth year. The biggest sign of concern about
the demonstration was the 25 to 29 percent of téachers who
felt the demonstration had a negative effect on teachers.

o Teachers in the eight expansion schools were, as a group, less
enthu.,iastic about the district's system of alt-rnatives than
those who tad joined in the first year. At tne start of the
demonstration, about 50 pefcent of these teachers felt it would
increase tbe quality of edupatio& in the district, but this
percentage declined to 36 by the fifth year of the demonstra-
tion. As many as half of the expansion teachers felt the

demonstration would not change the quality of education in

74

i -3
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Table 3.5

PERCEIVED NET EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVES
ON TEACHERS IN ALUM ROCK
(In percent)

Overall, has the demonstration had a positive effect, a

effect, or no effect on teachers??

negative

Effect 1973

1974

1975

1977-

Teachers in six original
participating schools
Positive effect . 70
No effect 2
Negative effect 28

66

29

66

29

59
16
25

50
21
28

" 100

100

100

100

100 -

N 109

107

1490

131

117

Teachers &n eight expansion
schools
Positive effect
No effect (d)
Negative effect

31

62

34

58

34.

57

37
24
39

100

100

100

100

N

137

160

169

148

Teachers in eleven regular
schools®
Positive effect (d)
No effect
Negative effect

30
8
62

19
25
56

15
17
68

28
27

45

100

100

100

100

N

v

148

149

180

2

201

SOURCES: Spring 1973 teacher survey, question 1ib; Spring 1974
teather survey, question 2b; Spring 1975 teacher survey, question 2b;
Spring 1976 teacher survey, question 3; Spring 1977 teacher survey,

question 2.

aWOrding varied slightly from year to year.

Rounding error.

Cseven schools entered in 1973-74, one in 1974-75.

transferred to a regular school.

dNot available.:
e

- Ten schools in 1972-73. (One regular school opened in 1973-74.)

<

R .
One of the
ei~ht schools closed at the end of 1975-76, and its teachers were
1.3
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the district, and 5 to 19 percent felt the quality of edu~

cation would decline or had declined. The expansion teachers
were also notably 1éss pleased with the demonstration's effect
on teachers: Most felt it had a negafive effect on teachers
(until the fifth year, when tl.e demonstration was effectively
over). ,

0 Teachers in the eleven vegular schools were the least enthu-
siastic about the demonstration. About 25 percent felt the
demonstration would improve the quality of education in the
district, about 50 percent felt it would not change, and:about
25 percent felt it would decline. In addition, most regular
teachers felt the demonstration had a negative effect on

teachers.

Another important factor in teachers' overall support for alter—
natives is their perception of parental choice. The guiding philosophy
of the Alum Rock voucher demonstration was that parents had the right
to make educatibnalvchoices for their children. However, we found that
teachers were generally skeptical about parents' abjlity to make gocd
program choices, although alternative teachers had more confidence in
parental choice than did other teachers (see Table 3.4). Given these
results, it is not surprising to find that teachers in the original
alternative schools showed more support for the idea of parent choice
than teachers in the expansion schools, and that the lowest level of
support for the idea of parent choice would be found among regular
teachers (see Tab%e 3.6). 1n addition, these data show a general de-
cline in the degree of support for parent choice among all teacher

groups over the ccourse of the demonstration.

"SUMMARY :

T%Fchers' overall support for alternatives 'n Alum Rock varied

substantially from school to school and from year to year during the
coursé of the demogstration. Not surprisingly, teachers who joined
the demonstration in its first year expressed more positive attitudes

toward the idea of parent choice than teachers who joined the

\) . 78 . s
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Table 3.6

TEACHERS' OVERALL SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES
IN ALUM ROCK

AlL things considered, do you think giving parents a choice among
different types of programs for their children is a good idea or not?

i

. Rating — 1973 1974 1975 1976 1977
Teachers in six original
alternative Schools -~
Good idea or very good idea 87 84 81 66 63
Fair idea - 11 15 16 27 29
Poor or very poor idea 2 1 3 7 7
100 100 100 100  100°
N —-—111— 116 147 134 123
Teachers in eight expansion
schoolsb
Good or very good idea 74 70 61 56
Fair idea (c) 19 23 27 26
Poor or very poor idea 7 7 12 18
) 100 I00 100 100
N 147 171 172 147
Teachers in eleven regular
schoolsd
Good or very good idea 55 50 41 40
Fair idea {c) 36 34 38 41
Poor or very poor idea 9 16 z1 19
160 100 100 100
N 166 189 190 209
SOURCES: Spring 1973 teacher survey, question 17; Spring 1974

teacher survey, question 3; Spring 1975 teacher survey, question 3;
Spring 1976 teacher survey, question 4; Spring 1977 teacher survey,

question 3.

a .
“Rounding error.

bSeven schools entered in 1973-~74, one in 1974-75.

transferred to a régular school.
CNot available.
dTen schools in 1972-73.

One ~f the
eight schools closed at the end of 1975-76, and its teachers were

(One regular school opened in 1975-74.)
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demonstration later or who never joined the demonstration. For all
three groups of teachers, support for alternatives diminished as the
demonstration progressed.
Most teachers saw the system of alternatives as b§neficia1 for
- - parents, as well as capable of improving the district's quality of
education. Many teachers were concerned that parents did not know
enough about the alternative programs to make good choices. However, -
at the peak of the demonstration, most alternative teachers thought
that parents had enough knowledge to make choices among programs.
When the system returned to a separate-school form of organizag}on in

1977, only about 15 percent of the teachers remained conf; t in .

7 T7T7 T parents' ability to make good choices.
Teachers were divided in their assessments of the demonstration’s ’ ¢
effects on teachers. At the end of the first year of the demonstration,
* 70 percent of the original alternative teachers thought the demonstra-
/tion had a positive effect on teac! ers, but 28 percent felt it had a
negative effect. By the fifth year, when the demonstration had effec-
tively ended, only 50 percent«qg the original teakhers in the six orig-
inal alcernative schools responded positively, and 28 percent stili
felt it had harmed teachers. Expansion teachers were more negative
ythan positive in their assessment of the demonstration's efgegq“ép
teachers, even in their first year of participation. Most regular :
teachers expressed‘negative sentiments. ) ’ ‘
Teachers named the increased influence they were given oveféégr— S
rijculum, budget, and staffing decisions as the most important positive
effects of the demonsfration on teachers. Important negakive effects
included tension among programs, feelings of decreased Yjob security
(even though not one teacher lost-a job because of the demonstration),
and feelings that resource distribution among mini-schools was inequit-
ab%@. Teachers were also concerned about the amount of time and effort
required to make program decisions and the district's idea that the

program should accommodate all applicants.

3
I
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Chapter: 4

: ALTERNATIVES IN MINNEAPOLIS

THE.SETTING :

Minneapolis is a city of 400,000 in a metropolitan area of ne-rly
tho'mi%lion peoplé. Most of the population is middle class - d of
northern European descent. In 1970, 4 percent of Minneapolis' popu-
lation was black and 2 percent was "other minority race" (predominantly
American‘Indian).

In EEE.%276?77 school year, the Minneapolis Public Schools enrolled

P L

.

52,400 students in 82 schools (10 high schools, 12 junior high schools,

v

and 60_elehentary schoo.s). Twenty-three pevcent of the student popu-
lation were classified as "'minority" students. '

B

¢ A BRIEF HISTORY Qf ALTERNATIVES IN MINNEAPOLIS ! he

Altgrnative;(in Minneapolis began in 1971 with a federally funded
Expgrime;tal Schools project called Southeast Alternatives (SEA). SEA ) %
goc&sed on a cluster of four schools enrolling %500 students. The pur- |
pose of the program was to bring about "comprehensive change' in the
schools by creating educational choices. . ' <

It was decided that eéch of the three elementary schools in the
southeastern area would offer a different educational program. All the
schools‘would try to teach the same basic elementary curriculum, but
the "contemporary' program would offer a traditional apprcach to teach-
ing with self-contaiffed classes for each grade level; the "continuous
progress" program would offgr ungraded team-taught classes; and the
"open'" program Would offer more opportunity for self-direction and
choice over students' learning activities. 1In addit&on, a new K-12
"free school" was to be created for parents whose educational philosophy
was éven more ‘'open'" than the open school.

Teachers Wt“}‘ .ven the option of picking whichever program they

wanted to particiiige in, and extensive training and planning sessions,

paid for with fedepal funds, formed the basis for each school's program.
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In March 1973, toward the end of SEA's second year, the Minne-
apolis School Board decided to implement alternatives city-wide (at
least at the elementary level) by September 1976. The superin:endent
hoped to use alternatives to bring about educational innovation through-
ovt the district. The superintendent and board members also hoped that
alternatives would help Minneapolis comply with a court order to de-
segregate.

Througﬁout.the district, elementary schools were clustered on the
basis of ethnicity, and the administrators in each cluster @ere given
,the responsibility of deciding which schools in each cluster would

offer which programs. There was no specific requirement that the pro-

grams be the same types: as those that were originally offered in SEA,
but all the altermatives offered through 1976-77 were. based on the three
main SEA models (contemporary, continuous progress, and open). ’

In 1976-37, we found that 33 of the district's 60 élementary
schools were actively involved in alternatives. Of these, 9 were "con-
temporary,” 1l were ''continuous progress,'" 6 were "open"lor,ﬂmodified

open," and one was a "free school.” Six schools offered a combination -

of programs. -

Alternatives were distributed across all administrative areas, but
most‘alternative programs were nearer the business district. Eighty-
six percent of the schools nearest the business district were actively
involved with alternatives, while only 31 percent of the suburban
schools were similarly involved. This relationship can be explained
by the more active role of central-city schools in the district's de-

;

w

segregation efforts.

DISTRICT GOALS AND CONSTRAINTS .

Minneapolis' involvement with alternatives had two distinct phases:
P R!

(1) the implementation of SEA beginning in 1971, and (2) the expansion
of alternatives throughowt the city beginning in 1973. The district
had somewhat different goals and faced somewhat different constraint:

"during these two phases. —

The district's 1971 decision to implement SEA was ie with four

primary goals in mind:

: &() J
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~ o The district ﬁad an opportunity, to obtaiﬁ’sevérél million
dbllars in federal funding over a five-year perlod
o SEA would help to satisfy a vocal group of parents in the/ .
sputheastern area who were pressuring th%gdlstrlct for m¢ée
"open" fogms of education.

o SEA promised to ease the process of desegregation at_two
1y

o The superintendent saw SEA as a potential model for change

throughout the district.

The district faced relatively few political or resource con;traints
in implementing SEA. The availéﬁility of massive external funding
made the project higﬂly attractive to the staff and parents who were
directly involved-without demanding any sacrifices from the remaining
schéols in the district. .

’ : In 1573 the district decided to expand alternatives whether or
not federal funding®was forthcoming. The distriet's financial position
was strong enotgh in 1973 that it could still promise extra funding for

. alternative programs without pinching resources at the uninvolved

schools. In addition, the desegregation court order‘eliminated one

significant constralnt on the implementation of alternatives: The

Fid

district did not have to fight the nelghbqrhood school issue and could
create school-sized alternatiges if 1t wished. (Each of the other dis-
tricts we studied were forced by community sentiment to adopt a school-

-

within-school form of organization for most alternatives.)

-

IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES

Responsibility for Program Formation and Management .
.ﬂ,,//’///) " Program Initiation. The superintendent picked the schools that
" were to participate in Minneapolis' SEA experiment. Teachers played

a part im.deciding where programs would -be located, but the adminis-

»

when the board voted to expand the system of alternatives through-

’

f tration played the dominant role. )
| ;

|

[

S out Minneapolis, much of the planning was deleéated to "elusters" of

-

| 82

schools in the‘southeastern area that were being baiggd. .

iand

/,/"
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schools throughout the di crict that were responsible for deéegregating .
themselves. -~ A great Qeal of planéing activity usually took place before
program themes and locations wer€ established. Often, parents and .
teachers were polled to find out what kinds of programs they would 1like
to see. The final choices, however, were made by the area superintendents
and principals. These choices were based:hot only on what parents and

. teachers wanted, but also on where programs should be located so they

~ would furthe£ the district's desegregation efforts and the kindsadf‘pro—

$~ ) grams the principals wanted to oversee.

. * In most cases, thé administrators in Minneapolis chose to organize

alternatives as separate schools. In 1976-77, 27 of the 33 schools
that offered alternatives were single-program schools.

Program Development and Management. Compared with Alum Rock,

Minneapolis gave much less of the responsibility for program develop-
ment and management to full-time classroom teachers. In the separate-
school programs, principals were responsible for most of the day~to-day
program management. In addition, about one-~third of the separate-school
. programs and about half of the school-within-school programs had full-
time resource teachers or program coordinators who were partially respon-
sible for curriculum development. Of course, teachers still had the o
responsibility for classroom-level implementation of their alternative
programs, and this responsibility was not an easy one in view of the

types of programs that were being created. However, the district's .

strategy of replicating estabiished programs rather than continually
developing new alternatives made it possible for new teachers to rely
Y

on experienced teachers for program ideas and guidance,

Student Admission and Transfer Policies

The rules governing student admissions and transfers among pro- .

grams were velatively proconsumer, although not as much as in Alum

Rock. The district tried to place children in programs they and their o=

parents preferred, arid the district did not hesitate to reassign - |
teachers if thé demand for a program exceeded the supply of teachers !
who wanted to teach in it. However, consumer choice-was never treated .

as an absolute right to be provided instantly and without question.

RIC - 82



Some programs had to limit their enrollments because they did

not have the physical facilities to accommodate all applicants, and
some studer.ts weré denied admission to their first-choice programs be-
cause of the district's need to maintain racial balance. In addition,
ﬁgprincipals had a degree of personal discretion over student admissi%ﬁs
and transfers because the district required ihterschool transfers to
have the approval of both sedding and receiving principals, subject

to appeal. In some schcols, even teachers had a voice in students'
program assignments. Scme schools allowed students to transfer orly
if the teacher, parent(s), and student all agreed that the student
would be better oif in a different program. TIn one multiprogram school
we visited, lhe staff actually assigned siudents to programs, although

"always with parent consent."

Financial Support for Alternatives

The four original SEA schools received a total of $6.5 million in
federal funds between 1971 and 1976. This amounted to more than $500
of extra funding per student per year to get alternatives started
(Morley, 1976, p. 30). The money was spent for a great variety of pur-
poses: fuil-time program coordinators at some sche ls, full-time coun-
selors. at all schools, full=time community resource ccordinators, .teacher. . .
aides, rew instructional materials, internal evaluators, classroom re;
modeling, spe;iéi consultants, in-service training, teacher travel,
computer-assisted instruction., public information, and a resource cen-
ter for teachers. Obviously the district could not lavish such re-
sources on each new alternative school it created, but most of the

“;econd génqration of alternatives in Minneapolis did receive some re-
sources sbove the norm. .

. lmost all of the alternative programs we visited ¢ surveyed
reported that extra fi:nds had been spent for teacher training aand
staff development. Eighty-two percent of the alternctive teachers said
the district had sponsored séecial in-service classes or worlshops to
prepare them for working in their present programs. Another 70 pevr-
cent sald they had been given releas:d time to observe in other class-

rooms, and 67 percent said they had received assistance from specialists
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or consultants in their classrooms.; Special tiaining was especially
vevident among the open teachers. Ié addition to the kinds of training

received by other alternative teachers, 49 percent of the open teachers

said they ha& interned in other classrooms, and 41 percent said they had

taken special college or university courses to help prepare them for

their program assignments.

About half of the alternative programs we visited reported that

they had extra assigned staff because of their alternative status.

Extra staff was reported by six of seven open programs, five of nine

continuous progress programs, and two of six contemprrary programs.

Extra staff were gsed as resource teachers, program coordinators, or

to reduce cl.ss size. One school hired a full-time counselor with its
supplementary funding, and one hired classroom aides.

The district's subsidies for its alternative programs cc-ld be
reduced or discontinued in .ne future because of the district grow-
ing tinancial problems. Superintendent ArJEson has said that he wants
to find a way to fund alternatives at the same level as regular pro-
grams.2 Tn the 19.6-77 budget deliberations, the district's $400,000
special allocation for alternatives was deleted, then reinstated after
strong lobbying by alternative parents. It i3 almost certain that the

district's subsidies for alteruatives will be under continued exami-

nation and will need strong justification if théy are to be maintained.— -

Leadership Support for Alternatives

Interviewees throughout Minneapolis cited the leadership efforts
of Superintendent John Davis as a critical factor in the success of
alternatives: He wérked hard to make alternatives a high-priority item
“in the.district and to convince his board, the public, and school per-

sonnel that alternativas were an important asset to the city.

1Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 33. Of the various types of
training that were offered, teachers said they found Interning and ob-
serving in other alternative classrooms the most valuable (Spring 1977
teacher survey, question 34).

2Personal interview, November 1976.
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When SEA was initiated in 1971, the superintendent did not talk
much about alternatives as a district-wide need. Instead, he tried to
start alternative schools in a 'relatively secluded" wav, then export
their successes to othereparts of the city, and finally back to the -
pioneer schools as "an integral part of the school system.”" ("The
leadership view was that comprehensive change comes about best when
talked about least." Morley, 1976, p. 57.)

This stance was probably a prudent one, because at first there
was little board support for the idea of exporting alternative » through-
out Minneapolis. When one board member proposed in early 1972 taat
alternatives be extended to other areas of the district, his proposal
was met with "an overwhelming torrent of abuse" and was quickly dropped
(Bass, 1978). However, the superintendent kept the board informed of
the progress on SEA, and in March 1973, the following resolution was
adopted unanimously by.the board:

The administration is directed to commence feasibility studies
and planning necessary to implement a citywide program for
educational choices at grades K through 6, with a goal of full
implementation by September 1976.... While the concept of the
Southeast Alternatives should serve as a model, the precise
form of the program shall be developed during the planning
period. Any plan must be consistent with desegregation/inte-

s oo fgfation~programs¢adoptédAby_themﬁiggggpp;i§vgpgggggf‘pﬂuga—
ticn.

The board member who introduced the resolution argued for alternatives
on the grounds that they would reduce disagreements and tensions bet-
ween the city's conservative and liberal elements, thereby creating
greater satisfaction with the schools on the part of students,

parents, and teachers. The superintendent, when asked about his feel-
ings toward the alternatives, replied that he and his colleagues were
committed to the creation of choice and option in the school district—-
a variety of learning processes. a variety of learning styles.
ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF ALTERNATIVES

In the spring of 1977, teachers from 20 alternative schools in

Minneapolis were asked to describe in their own words the chief

8
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advantages and disadvantages of alternatives. A synopsis of what they °
said is shown in Tables 4.1 and 4.2.

To most alternative teachers the primary advantages of alternatives
lay in their benefits to the consumér. Seventy-six percent of the re-
spondents felt alternatives offered advantages for students, and 32 per-
cent felt that alternatives offered advantagés for parents. ihe most
frequently mentioned argument for alternatives was that they met the
differing educational needs of students.

Fifteen percent of the teachérs observed that alfernatives bene-
fited teachers by giving them more choice or oppnrtunity to pursue
their preferred style of teaching.

The most frequently mentioned disadvantage of alternatives was the
teachers' perception that parents were not making good program choices.
Ful.y 27 percent of the alternative teachers volunteered this com-
plaint. An additional 18 percent of the alternative teachers expressed
the concern that students' learning of basic skills was suffering under
alternatives.

Forty-three percent of the teachers mentioned one or more ways
alternatives were disadvantageous to teachers. Eleven percent felt
alternatives were <oo much work for teachers. Nine percent feit alter-
natives caused too much competition among teachers. Eight percent com-
‘plained that téachers did not havZ%Znough choice of programs. Eight
percent complained that alternatives created too much c¢-nfusion, and
five percent said teachers felt threatened by alternatives. Seven-
teen percent of' the teachers felf alternatives were not getting ernough
money to do their job right.

The following sect. ns examine teachers' perceptions of the effacts

of alternatives in greater detail.

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON STUDENTS AND PARENTS

Parents versus Students as the Intended Beneficiary

Compared with their counterparts iu Alum Rock, alternative teachers
in Minneap: lis were much move likely to see the overall value of al-
ternatives in terms of advantages for children: 76 percent .entioned

%
I3}
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. B Table 4.1

@ <

WHAT MINNEAPOLIS TEACHERS LIKED ABOUT ALTERVATIVES

3 ,
What do you see as the chief advantages of educational altervatives in
, your district?

Percent of Teachers Citing the Advantage

. Continuous All
Contemporary Progress Open Alternative
Advantage Teachers Teachers  Teachers Teachers®

Advantages for Students

Gives students a choice 34 14 32 22
Meets differing needs 44 55 41 50
Students more interested 10 S 11 11

One or more advantages
for students 80 75 73 76

Advantages for Parencs

Gives parents a choice 34 24 25 ] 26

Parents more involved/ .
satisfied 10 14 7 11

Other advantages for parents - - 2 -

One or more advantages
for parents 42 29 34 32

Advantages for Teachers

Gives teachers a choice 15 14 23 15,
Other advantages for
teachers - 2 - 1

One or more advantages
for teachers 15 15 23 16

General Advantages

Gives people a choice 5 4 5 4
Aids desegregation 2 1 5 2
Other general advantages 2 6 4 5
One or more general s
advantages 7 10 9 9 t
N 41 80 56 177

SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 53. Up to chree responses .
per teacher were coded. ’

<

aWeighted to reflect the different sampliqg rates for contemporary, con- ,
tinuous progress, oper, and multiprogram schocls. See the appengix for de- :

O . tails. ‘ o
e .
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Table 4.2

WHAT MINNEAPOLIS TEACHERS DISLIKED ABOUT ALTERNATIVES

What do you see as the chief disadvantages of alternatives?

Percent of Teachers Citing the Disadvantége‘

Continuous All
Contemporary Progress Open Alternative
Disadvantage Teachers Teachers  Teachers Teachers®

Disadvantages for Students

Parents do not make good

program choices 29 27 22 27

Learning of basic skills
suffers ) . 19 18 16 18

Cther disadvantages for ’
students . .10 1 2 4

One or more disadvan-
t zes for students 5n° 47 36 46

Disadvantages for Teachers

Too much work 2 14 . 16 11
Too much competition 14 8 4- 9 )
Teachers have no choice 7 ~10 - 6 e
Teachers feel threatened 14 - 6 ‘5 -
Too much conFusion 10 4 13 8

One or more .disad an-: "~ - _ | )
tages for teachers 57 37 40 43

» ..
General Disadvantages

Inadequate resources , ’
for alternatives ) 7 .23 14 17
Other general disadvan- ~ !
- tages . 24 19 26 22
One or more general ' ’
disadvantages 29 37 38 34 °
N L. 42 73 55 170 *

. ‘a « 7
SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 54. Up to three responses
per teacher were coded.

- aWeigh;ed to reflect the different samdling rates for contemporary, con-
tinuouc progress, open, and mq;tiprogram st -ools. See the appendix for de-
tails. i

o
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advantages for students, while 32 percent mentioned advantages for

-

pareﬁts. . &
Perhaps the reaﬁan so many Minneapolis teachers saw alternatives
as an educational innovation rather than a political innovation was »
the way Superintendent John Davis presented and defended the concept
of educational alternatives. When he argued on behalf of parent choice,
it was almost always on the grounds that different children had different
.learning styles and needs. . :
When teachers were asked directly whether alternatives had affected
the quality of education in Minnéapolis, most continuous progress and
open teachers felt that alternatives had increased the quality‘of edu-~

-

cation in the district, whereas the response for most contemporary

-~

teachers was that alternatives had not changed the quality of education

in the district (see Table 4.3).3

N

Ability of Parents To Make Good Program Choices

J In their open-ended comments about altwrnatives, 27 percent of the

Minneapnlis alternative teachers were concerned that parents were not
making good program choices for their children (see Table 4.2). Vhen

the same teachers were asked directly whether most parents knew enough’

"

) to make good choices, .58 percent said "No." Even open teachers, the «

- ]

-

group most optimistic about parents’ ability to make good program’
choices, were highly skeptical when asked directly about parental

choice (see Table 4.4).

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON TEACHERS

In the spring of 1977, most Minneapoli. alternati’z teachers in
all programs felt that alternatives were having a positive effect on

teachers (see Table 4.5). However, a significant minority (27 percent

3We have data for only 2 or the 25 "contemporary' school., that
were neripherally involved in alternatives. This is not an adequate
) base tor generalization, but we did find that the a itudes of teachers
in these two schools were similar to the attitudes of contemporary
teachers in schools that were actively involved in alternatives.

% .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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Table 4.3

PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVES IN MINNEAPOLIS
(In percent)

In general, how do you think the existence of altermatives has affected the
quality of education received by the children of your district?

Continuous All
Contemporary Progress Open Alternative Regularb
Effect Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers?@ Teachers

Positive effect 39 62 - 79 59 44

No effect 44 30 6 30 22

Negative effect 17 8 15 11 33
N 42 73 55° 170

SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 1. .

A, . . .
Weighted to reflect the different sampling rates for contemporary, continu-
ous progress, open, and multiprogram schools. See the appendix for details.

b . . ¢ .
Based on“data from only two schools; should be treated as highly tentative.

Table 4.4

TEACHERS' CONFIDENCE IN PARENTS' PROGRAM CHOICES IN MINNEAPOLIS
(In percent)

| S . .
Do yopsthink most parents know enough about the educational programs being
in your district to be able to make good program choices for their

1 A \

Corntinuous AlY

Contemporary Progress Open Alternative Reguiar
Response Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers® *° Teachers®
Yes 22 23 40 25 22
No 65 ‘60 40 58 67
Do not know 13 17 20 17 11
N 42 73 55 170

. SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 4.-

aWeighted‘to reflect the different sampling rates for contemporary continu-
See the appendix for details.

ous progress, open, and multiprogram schools.

bBaéed on data from only two schools.

ity




Table 5.5

PERCELIVED NET EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVES ON TEACHERS IN MINNEAPOLIS

(In percent) s

Continuous All
Contemporary  Progress Open Alternative  Regular
Effect Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachers?2 Teachers

Positive effect 60 64 72 64 41
No effect 10 11 2 9 ) 24
Negative effect _30 25 _26 _27 . _35

100 100 100 100 100

N’ 53 95 62 210 17

SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 2.

aWeighted to reflect the different sampling rates for contemporary, con-
tinuous progress, open, and multiprogram schools. See the appendix for
Aetails.

bBased on data from only two schools.

E <

s,
overall) felt that alternatives had a negative effect on teachers. A

variety of factors probably infiuence these assessments of the effect

of alternatives on teachers.

Teacher Control over the Work Environment

For the most part, alternative teachers in Minneapolis did not
have as much choice, voice, or autonomy as alternative teachers in Alum
Rock. Administrators decided what programs wculd be cffered aud where
they would be located. Teachers had few options about participating
in alternatives, and thex could be assigred to programs they did not )
like if there was a mismatch betwéen teacher and consumer preferences
for prograuxs. Teachers were expected to adopt teaching styles in ac- ?

cordance with preestablished models of the teaching-learning process.

4Some local adaptation of the preestablished models was allowed.
For example, some schools created "modified open" programs that were
more teacher-directed that the pure "open'" model. Still, the Minne-
apolis teacher: were not as free as teachers in Eugene or Alum Rock
to deviate from the program norms.

M
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Choice. Once a cluster was designated as alternative, teachers in
the cluster were obliged to participate. However, the district did
obtain and consideg teachers' first,Qsecond, and third preferences in
making program assignments. The district honored these preferences

as much as possible, subject to the demand for teachers in each type

of program.

When the number of teacher applicants exceeded or fell short of,
the number of available positions, teachers' program assignments were
partly determined by seniority. The district allowed exceptions to
the seniority rule, if administrators offered a good reason }or pre-
ferring a less~-senior teacher.” Teachers initially assigned to pro-
grams they did nét prefer, however, were often able to transfer to
their preferred programs within a year or two as vacancies occurred.

When teachers were asked how much choice they had been given
among programs,_30 pércené reported complete choice, 31 percent re-
ported limited choice, and 30 percent reported no choice at all.
Teachers in the open programs reported having the zreatest degree of’
program choice (58 percent said it was complete), while teachers in
the continuous progress programs reported the least choice (only 29
percent said they had complete choice).6 These data are consistent
with our school interviews, in which many principals’ reported thate
teachers who preferred the contemporary program were assigned to épe“
continuous program because more parents wanted continuous progress.

Voice. Mcst alternative teachers reported having "a lot of
influence" or "som& influence' over curriculum decisions at their
schools and "some influence” or '"no influence" over budget decisions

and new teacher selection. In general, teachers in open prograns

reported having more influence over program decisions than teacher's

in contemporary or continuous progress programs. The overall level
of teacher influence over program decisions was much Jless in Minne-

apolis than im Alum k>ck or Eugene.

SThe issue of senicrity in teachers' transfers has been a matter
of litigation between the district and the Minneapolis Federation of
Teachers. So far, the district's right to make exceptiors to the
seniority rule has been upheld by the courts. :

6Spring 1977 teack.:r survey, question 8.

7Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 13b.

J2
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Agtonomx. Alternative teachers in Minnéapolis were divided fAin
their peévceptions of the effect of glternatives on teacher autonomy.
Twenty-six percent felt teacher autonomy had increased, 40 percent
felt it was the same, and 34 percent felt it had decreased since the
introduction of alternatives.

K,

Workload 6 ) ( -

Most alternative teachers in Minneapolis reported that implemEnﬁ—
ing alternatives had required some extra effort on their part. The
_amount varied considerably with the type of program. On a gcale of
1 to‘7 (no extra effort to a great deal of extra effort), contemporary
teachers reported that the average amount of extra effort in their
initial'year of imp}ementat}on wes 4.7, compared with averages of 6.3 -
for continuous progress teachers and 6.5 for open ceachers. After the
first year of-implementation, the average amount of extra work reported
by all types of teachers showed a slight decrease.

Teachers 'also estimated the actual number of hours they spent per
wezk to plan and prepare for their classes. Contemporary and continu-
ous progress teachers reported a median time of 10 hours for individual
preparation, while open teachers reported 8 hours per week. The median
amour ¢ of time spent 1in pfeparation with Sther teachers was 2 hours per
week for contemporary teachers, 3.5 hours per week for continuous prog-
ress, égéchers, and 2 hours pzr week for open teachers.

In spite of the widespreaé perception among tFachers that alter-
fatives meant wore work for them, only“ll percent of the alternative \
Leachers said that the extra;work was a.najor disadvantage of alter-
natives. (Sixteen percent of ‘the opan teachers, 14 percent of the con-
tinuous progress teachers, and 2 percent of the contemporary teachers
felt this way.) Still, one principal sgid that it was hard to recruit
teachers for his open program because of the time commitment involved.

One area director said that teachers’ c%mplaints about the extra time
8Spring 1977 teacher survey, qué;tion 13a.
9Spring 1977 teacher suyvey, question 29. .
1OSpring 1977 teacher"survey, qggft?gns 3?, 37.

v ~
- . VA

i
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required for effective team teaching prompted him to provide each alter-
native school with two extra teachers to partially compensate for the

extra workload. ---

Teacher-Peer Relations

When alternative teachers vere asked whether tension among programs
had ever Eeen a major problem in their/district, 27 percentdsaid "Yes."
However, when*fhey were asked whether tension among p?oqféﬁs had been
a major problem in the past year, only 15 percent said-"Yes." The per—
cz.ved severity of tension among programs varied with the type of
ichool 32 percent of the teachers in multiprogram schools repotted
. that teqsion among programs had been a major problem in the past year,
compared with 11 .percent of the teachers in single—progf@m schools.

Nine percent of the alternative teachers in Minneapolis complained
that the feeling of competition ameug teachers was one .of the\main dis-
advantages of alternatives. A dloproportlonate number of’these com-
plaints came from teachers 'in multlprogram schools 13 Given the higher

degee of tension in multiprogram schools, it is not surprising that

W

60 percent of the teachers in single-program schools and 55 percent

.. L,
of the teachers in multiprogram schools said they would prefer to teach

in a single~program school. ’

'

Distribution of District Resources \

A variety of evidenbe;duggests that although teachers were con-
§
cerned .about the effect of alternatives on the district's distribution
of .resources among schools and programs, this concern had only a minor

influence on teachers' overall evaluations of alternatives.
P I

11Spri g 1977 teacher survey, qﬁésﬁion 21a.
‘12

2 .
é Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 22a (x = 10.6 with 2 d.f.
p < .01). We\surveyed only three of the dis“rict’s seven multiprogram
schools. It iX possible that the "schools we surveyed were not repre-

sentative of all the district's multiprogram sohools.

A

3 Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 54 (X = 13.4 withe3 d\f.,
p < 01) . <

148pr1ng 1977 teacher survey, qu}vtion 11.

=

/
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When alternative teacher. vere -agked tly whether fairness

in allocating program fundé“had evet be roblem in the district,

.37 percent }eported it as a major prpb hile 46 percent reported

&

it as’'a minor problem. reported that funding

allocations had been a major pre year:" and 44 percent re-
portéed it as a minor probleml.15

In spite ofgthese indications of teacher coneern about the dis-
tribution of resources, only 2 percent of the teachers specifically
mentioned inequities in funding as a major disadvantage of alterna-
tiveé.l6' A much more common teacher complaint was that the already
subs;dized programs were not getting enough resources to do the job

properly.

TEACHERS' OVERALL SUPPORT %OR WLTERNATIVES

Most alternative teachers in Minneapolis supported the idea of
»

alternativesT—élthough the degree of support varied by prcgram type. .

SiXFy—nine percent 6f the contemporary and continuous progress teach-
ersiwe surveyed thought that parent choice was a good idea, while 85

per¢ent of .the open teachers felt this way (see Table 4.6).

\

SUHMARY . &
; As: in Alum Rock, teachers overall support for alternatives in

MinQeapolis varied from school to school. Teachers in bpen programs
! . . x

were the most enthusiastic supporters of alternatives, but most con-
| ' ’

tinyous progress, contemporary, and regular teachers in Minneapolis

also supported the idea of parent choice.

- - Minneapolis' system of alternatives represented, in the eyes of

most; teachers, an improvement in the quality of education for child-

ren.| Although this belief probably influenced teachers to support

4 Y A
15Sprlng 1977 teacher survey, qaestlons 2lec, 22c.
F 16 /-l\
Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 54.

7When the relatlonship between program subsidies and complaints
abomt inadequate resoyrces was examined, 88 percent of the complaints
were found tO\be frﬁﬁyteachers in already subsidized programs.’

L/’" ‘




s Table 4.6 } ]

3

TEACHERS' OVERALL SUPPOR™ FOR ALTERNATIVES IN MINNEAPOLIS
‘ (In percent)

|
\

ALl tnings consaide: ed do you think gzvzng parents a choice among dif-
ferent types of prog rwnq fbr their children is a good idea or not?

\

Continuous All
Contemporary Progress Open Alternative Regular
~Rating_ Teachers Teachers Teachers Teachets? Teachers
Good or wery
good idea 69 69 85 72 78
Fair idea 20 24 10 29 22
goor or very . :
poor idea 11 _7 5 _8 —
100 100 100 - 100 100
N 54 97 62 213 18,
SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, questioﬁ 3. £

NOTE: The differences by type of teacher are statlstlcally significant
(x2 = 33.7 with 12 d.f., p < .00I).

# aWeighted to reflect the different sampling rates for contemporary, con-
tinuous progress, open, and multiprogram schools. See the appendix for de-

» tails.

bThese data are based on only two schools and should be treated as
highly tentative.
* 5 - \

-

-alternatives, most teachers dout .ed that parents had eaouyh knowledge

about the programs to make good program choites.
Most ‘alternative teachers (64 percent) felt that alternatives had
a positive effect on teachers, while 27 percent felt alternatives had

a negative effect. The remainder said altergatives had not affected

‘ +

teachers.
2 N . A

The most important effects of alternatives on teachers were their

»

ability to choose among programs and to have a voice in program deci-

~ . »
sions. Teachers who perceived increased program choice and greater

influence over school decisions than in the past were more enthusiastic

about a;ternaplves. ‘Ieachers who percelved limited choice and \“‘*~\‘\“ |
- . \ ‘;
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-

relatively little influence over school policy expressed negative atti-

tudes toward alternatives in general. -

Teachers had a variety of other concerns abcut the effects of

alternatives, such as increased workload, more competition and tension

among :eachers, and unfair distribution of resource% among schools and

progrems. However, these concerns had relatively little effect on

teachers' genéral attitudes toward alternatives; except perhaps in the

multiprogram schools. There, most teachers would have preferred chang-

ing to a single program form of organization to ayoid the feelings of

»

competition among programs in the 'same building.

]
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Chapter 5

ALTERNATIVES IN EUGENE

THE SETTING
Eugene, Oreéon is a growing city of 100,000. Most of the families
are middle class and white. School District 4J sérves the city of
Eugena and several adjacent unincofporated areas. - In the fall of 1977, .
it enrolled 20,000 students in 31 elementary schools, eighé:junior high
schools, and four comprehensive high schools. That year, mindrity
students constituted about 4 percent of the district's total enrollment.
Although the Eugé;e commhnity is)educationally conservative, the
board has been described as '"the most diberal board in the state."
The district appears to have’adequate financial rescurces, spend%ng

about $1600 éer pupil in 1975-76 and maintaining a staffing ratio of

19/1. . . )

-

%
A BRIEF HISTORY OF ALTERNATIVES IN EUGENE

Eugene has"a small but active "counter-culture" that has supported

the idea of alternative education for at least a decade. In the mid-

1960s, parents formed several private alternative schools that offered -

a’"free school" atmosphere for their children. Although none of these .~
- . £ q .

private schools still operate, the\community elements that supported .
them:are present and active today. ‘

‘For many years, Eugene has had an open enrollment policy in which
parents can apply to the superintendent if they q&qt“:héir child to’

attend a nonneighborhood school. Such requests are almnst. always’

granted provided that space is avajlable at the receiving school. We

option to attend nonneighborhood schools.

estimated that L5 percent—ef—the district's students may be using this

The idea of alternatives (as opposed to open enrollment) began
to recei&e serious attention in 1975 during a series of communitv meet-
ings to discuss the hiring of a new superintendent. Before this time
the district operated a secondary~level ''Opportunity Center" for drop-

QO
outs and potential dropouts, but there ﬁgs)no thrust to provide

o
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. educational alternatives for the mainstream of students. Many parents
sought more open and humanlstlc forms of education, and the board de-
cided to hire a superintendent who would support-the idea of alter-
natives. ] - -

Dr. Thomas Paysant took office in the. fall of 1973 and announced
that the dlstrlct was interested in alternatlves. He asked for written

9
proposals from teachers or parents outlining programs that would be

"siggificantly different" from the regular program im, curriculum, ¢

teaching style, organization, or governance. He warned, however, that

the proposed programs must not cost more than the district avefage.

. Thirteen proposals were submitted in Jamuary 1974, and the school

. boa;d authorized implementation of seven during 1974-75. Four of the

seven alternative progfami had already been tried in some form in the
district. Two were oriented toward "open classroom' concepts, and one
was a pilot test for an &nvironmental-outdoor program.

. . Between 1974-75 and 1976~77, Eugene's system of alternatives ex-

panded to §éven.élementary aﬁa'three secondary programs. The largest . .

program enrolled 150 students; the smallest enrolled 40. The totcl

enrollment in all 10 p}ograms was about 980 students, just less than

. 2 percent of the district's total enrollment. -

o

DISTRICT GOALS AND CONSTRAINTS '

In comparison with the other districts we studied, Eugenefs ob-

jectives in initiating.a system of alternatives were relatively modest.
Alternatlves were nog seen_ as a major strategy for political or edu-

. cational reform, and they were not intended to desegregate the dis-

. trict's schools. Ba51cq%;y, the dlstrlct was responsive to the feel-

‘).«.

ings of a small but articu’ ate parent group who arguz2d that the public

schools ought to offer moré choice of learning styles. The district

did not set ax{y specific goals—Tor—the—&ize of its alternative pro-

gram, and it did not take a strong advocacy role on behalf of alter-
natives. Rather, it adopted a low~key implementation strategy that
supported local initiative but did not try to promote alternatives

among people who were uninterested.

23

.

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: -




4

A significént constraint on Eugene's system of alternatives was
the supefintendent's decision that alternatives would not receive
special funding. Eugene is not a poor“school district, .but dts‘annual
plebiscite on the school budget gives hiﬁh visibility to the district's
- . use of resources. Perhaps this was the eason for the.superintendenx's

decision. ] o, .
Another constraint was parents' unwillingness to close signifi-
. cantly underenrolled schocls. The districtrsAinabilityato close these

schools limited its options in creating new alternative programs, be-

cause funds were tied up in neighborhood schools.

© .
°

IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES

s

. .
Responsibility for Program Format‘on and Management

Program Initiation. In Eugene, the teachers were responsible

for program initiation. . Although the district encouraged any inter-
ested person to submit an alternative program proposal, the majority

- of proposzls came from teachers. All of the initial 13 proposalsﬁsubi

mitted in January were written primarily:by teachers. 0f the three
proposals that were submitted and appraved in later years, teachers
- wrote one and heaviiy contributed to another. Only one proposal
was written entirely by parents, some of whom were former teachers.
The district's central office did not directly initiate any pro-
grams, although it helped interested groups to convene and write pro-~
pPSals. The district took a strong role in screening out inadequate
proposals.
Each program designated the number of students it would enroll.
- 0f the eight elementary alternatives whose proposals wefe approved, )

four proposed to enroll 150, cne proposed to enrollL100, two proposed

tq enrvll 75, and one proposed to enroll 25 students. The elementary

programs_chose small enrollments because teachers sreferred smaller,

more family~like units. Larger programs were not—proposed—because

teachers knew the district was reluctant to provide the necessary

space.




: aimed'af students in a single-school attendance area, were located at

. teacher" whose influence over the program depended on the preferences

*led by a strong head teacher, two were 1ed *by pr1nc1pals, and two oper-

Programs also determined- whether to offer a neighborhood or a

- + . N}
district-wide alternative. Four neighborhood alternatives,- which were

the school whose teachers had initiated the proposal. Four district-'
wide alternatives, which were to attract students from any school in
the district, were housed in schools with excess space. . The lJocation -

of these programs was decided by the_district. ; -

Program Deyelopment. Classroom teachers volunteered for the bul% o -
of p;ggram development work.  Teachers wrote’proposals for a%Qernatives
on their own time. If their proposals were éﬁp%dved they were”u§ﬁally
paid some 1n—serv1ce time for 1n1t1a]‘program dévelopment. However, . a

teachers spent a great deal of time beyond. these initial steps. (See

the discussion of workload below.) .

Program Management Each alternatiVe'brogram‘aesignate& a '"head

of the other program teachers and on the principal's willingness to
let the alternative program operate independently Of the eight ele-

mentary programs operating in 1976~77, teachers stated that four were

ated on'a group consensus model. & ’

‘. -

The head teacher was also respon51ble for curriculum 1eadership - -
and cbrmunity relations. Some assumed program budgeting respon51b111~
ties, and some partié&pated in teacher evaluation and new teacher hir-
ing. Because the district recognized head teachers. as administrators,
they participated in evaluation, but the principal retained final

responsibility for personnel matters. . .

Student Admission and Transfer Policies " ‘%

Eugene gave individual alternative programs more control over -
student admissions than any of the other districts we studied. -

Eugene's officially stated policy was that programs must be avail-

able to students, parents, and‘program staff by mutual consent. .The

"mutual consent' phrase meant that the Eedqhefs—operating,é.REQEEﬁT_

. ) y
had no obligation to accommodate any excess demand by parents or stu-

—— e
———— e

dents. Additional applicants were put on a waiting list, but no

10; - : \
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program ever expanded beyond the originally élanned size in 6rher to

accommodate additional applicants. fﬁ

. ?rograﬁs were free to decide who would be admitted. Neighborhood

alternatives could accept §ome~students'from outside the neighborhood,

and district-wide alternatives could allocate a percentage of their e

seats for students from the neighborhood school's attendance area.

One district-wide alternative actively discouraged applicants from

the neighborhood-school actendance area because it did not want to -

compete with the neighborhood schcol's program. ‘
Each program also defined the procedure for admitting applicants

and dealing with_ excess appllcants Some programs took applicants on

a first-come, first-served basis Une held 1 lettery to determine who

would be admitted. After,a ﬁew years, one chose to restrict admissions

to siblings of program participants. "This program maintained this -

policy in Epite of ohjections from parents who wanted to enroll their
[ {

‘children in the program. Lo -

Financial Sﬁpport for Alternatives

ERIC

Eugene's general policy was that alternatives not be given special
finagncial support beyond necessary start-up costs. Alternative teachers
and programs competed with regular programs for extra.funds. There were

'3

few exceptions to this ' no-sub31dy policy:
& o *

!
1. Most alternative programs received a few weeks of in-gervice

funding as part of their process of program development.

However, in-service funds wére available to all teachers on

a competitive basis, and teachers from the alternative pro-

grams got a large share of these funds.
2. From 1973 to 1976, the superintendent's Special Projects
Assistant spent about half-time con the care and feeding of
alternative programs. This ‘support amounted to a per-pupil
expenditure of about $15. The Special Projects QOffice also
distributed iﬁforpation to parents and sent letters to inter-
ested parents about specific program openings. Articles were

also placed in the local newspaper each fall—and—spring._How-

ever, some programs still found it necessary tc¢ recruit stu-

dents on, their own,
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'In 1976 and 1977 head ceachers recelved a S5-percent supple—

L
ment to their normal salaries in recognltlon of their extra
admlnlstratlve responsibilities. In addition, one head
teacher's teachllg load was reduced to half- tlme in recogni-
“tion of his specxal admlnlstratlve resp0151b111t1es

Aefkw alternatlves had serious

tlme or another, which brought ‘their pupll/teacher ratios

Cu

enrollment problems-at one

. substantlally below the district-wide average. Becazuse the

., number of teachers in these programs could not be reduced

» . swithout creating oversized classes or forcing out spme stu-
“ ' dents, the district dllowed the programs to continue under-

enrolled. Some people perceived this action as a form of

subsidizatjion.

The district's no-subsidy policy was quite firm about transporta-

tion. The district never provided transportation for students who

wanted to attend nonneighborhood alternative programs. Instead, parents

had to use private means of transportdtlon to get their childrer to

school. This pOlle consequentlj limited parents’' demand for district-

Y 13

¥ : wide alternatives. .
4 ' . - : ' .

- ' I
< s Y

~

Leader'ship Support for Alternativés .

L3N

. In the first few years . of 1mplemencat10n, the superintendent

. ' showed hlS personal interest in alternatlveQ in a. varlecy of ways:

he §et &p and attended‘communlty meetings to discuss alternatives; he
met frengntIX with the Special Projects Assistant; he helped resolve

disputes abou: alternativeswhen they arose;. and he enrolled his son'

-. ’ . ¢ .
in an alternative program.

However, the superintendent was careful nou to oversell the idea

-

of alternatives when discussing them with the wiole staff. He usually

+® - o . . . .
- presented the district's viewpoint briefly and pragmatically. He re-

peatedly reassured regular- teachers that district resource allocation

would not favor the alternative programs. r '
One of the superintendent's most frequent arguments for alterna-

Whether it was

tives was the degree of community support for them,

H

&

Ve

ERI

| .
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intended to do so or not, this rationale gave the superintendent lati-
tude to temper his support for alternatives if community interest
should wane.

- In fact, the superintendent's support for alternatives did become
. somewhat more tentative in the third year of implementation (1976-77).
‘He maintained his support of the concept of parent choice, but he aléo
qxpressed,reservations about the practicality of some alternative pro-
gfams. At this time.pg openly favored neighborhood programs over ''mag-
net” programs’because the latter often created problems over transpor-

o

tation, space, and staff allocations. . . ®

EY

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF ALTLRNATIVES
Inrthe spring of 1977, teachers in about half of Eugene's elemen-
tary schools were asked to describe in their own wards the chief ad=
vantages and disadvantages of alternatives. A summary of their responses
. is shown in Tables 5.1 and 5.2. ‘ . ‘
Most of Eugene¥§ alternative te§chers saw alternatives as benefi-
cial to students, parents, or both. The most fréquently mentioned bene-
fit of alternatives tc consumers was the availability of chqice per se.

o.

Most regular teachers also saw a}ternatives as beneficial to stu-
d;nts or paren%s3 but 33 percent.suggested that alternatives were not
putting enough emphasis on basic skills, and 13 percent felt that par-

g ents were not making good program choices.

. Alternative teacher$ were divided in their assessments of the
effects}of alternatives on‘themselves. Twenty-seven percent felt that
the alternatives were good because they gave teachers more choice, but
21 percent complained that alternatives were too much work, and 11
p rcent said reachers felt pressured or threatened because of alter-

U ..ives. -

Regular teachers were less likely to see alternatives as benefi-

cial to teachers: Only 15 percent cited benefits to teachers while

[

35 percent cited disadvantages. The most common complaint among regu-
lar teachers was that alternatives created a feeling of competition

among teachers.

‘, - : ' ‘ 104 ’
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Table 5.1

“
o

WHAT EUGENE TEACHERS LIKED ABOUT ALTERNATIVER 7y,

What do you see as the chief advantages of educational alternatives
in your district?
e

Percent Citing the .

Advantage
: g
Alternative Regulara e
Advantage Teachers Teachers
v . Advantages for Students
Gives students a choice/variety ' .32 18
Meets differing needs of students 23 28
Other advantages for students 4 <177
One or more advantages for students 54 55 .
-
Advanta%gs for Parents )
Gives parents a choice/variety ’ 32 41 | .
Parents more involved/sacisfied/sugportive * 14 9
One or more -advantages for parents 46 48
Advantages fur Tearhers 0
Gives teachers a choice 27 8
Other advantages for teachers ' 0 * 7
One or more advantages for teachers 27 15
General Advantagéé' . _
Gives people a choice ' 32 4
Other general advantages .23 4
One or more general advantages 50 8 '
N o . 22 137 -

SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 53. 'Up to three
responses per teacher were coded. Only advantages cited by at least
10 percent of alternative or regular teachers are shown in this table.

R4 aWelghted to reflect the different sampling rates for single-
program and multiprogram schools. See the appendix for details.

bPercentages reflect multiple answers by some respondents.
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Table 3,2

AY »

WHAT EUGENE TEACHERS DISLIKED ABOUT ALTERNATIVES

What do you see as the chzef' dz,sadvantage ‘of educational aZtema—
twes in your district?

- ) > Percent Citing the
b Disadvantage .

2 Alternative Regular
Disadvantages. Teachers Teachers

Disadvantages for Students

Ngiaenough emphasis on basic skills " - 5 - 33
Pareénts do not make good program choices 5 13
Other disadvantages for students ) 16 6
One or more disadvantages for students 26 49

Disadvantages for Parents

. One or more disadvantages for parentsb 16 -- e

Disadvantages for Teachers -

Too much competicion ' - 12

Too much work o 21 4 T
Teachers feel pressured/threatened~ ] 11 8

Other disadvantages for teachers 5 - 18 .
One or more disadvantages for teachers ) 32 35

+® General Disadvantages

Inadequate resources for alternatlves 16 ) 12 .
Transportation problems 26 9 - ’
Other- general disadvantages , ] - 11
One or more general disadvantages 26 32 -
N 19 122 o
. SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 54. Up to three

responses per teacher were coded. Only disadvantages cited by at
lecst 10 percent of alternative or regular teachers are shown in this
tabl’ . * - 4

aWeigl‘tted to reflect the different sampling rates for single-
program and multiprogram schools. See the appendix for details. = == -

b o L _ -
o S Percentages- reflect multiple answers by some respondents.
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Fifty percent of the alternatlve teachers and 8 percent of the regu-—
1ar teachers cited at least oné general advantage of alternatlves
(that is, an advantage w1th2pt a clear beneficiary). Thirty-two per-
cent of the alternative teaghers simply noted .that alternatives ''give .

people a choice,”

and, based on data not regorfgd #n Table 5.1, another
23 perceni felt that alternatives were beneficial because tﬁ‘y encouraged
innovation, . - . ’
Among the general disadvantages pf‘altetnatives, 26 percent .of the
. 4 v

alternative teachers and 9 percent of the regular teachers cited trans-

‘portation problems. Also 16 percent of the alternative teachers and 12

percent of the reguvlar teachers gelt alternatives were not being-ade=~

quately funded.

- »

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON STUDENTS AND PARENTS )

Parents versus Students as the Intended Beneficiary

In their open-ended comments about alternatives, slightly more than
half of the Eugene teachers sﬁggested‘that alternatives beré beneficial
for studeqts,'and slightly less than half suggested that they were
beneficial for parents. Thus Eugene teachers were midway between Alum
Rock teachers (who named parents) and Minneapolis teachers (who named
students) in their assessment of the intended beneficiary of alterna-

tives.

.
s
L

Effects on Students -

-1
~ Most alternative teachers (92 percent) felt that alternatives had,
improved the quality of education in their district. However, the '

modal opinion among regular teachers was that the district's quality

of edrcation had not changed as a result of alternatives (see Table 5.3).
o .

:
[ ~
’

’

Ability of—?&rents To Make Good Program Ch01ces

When teachers‘were asked to identify the chief dlsadvantages of
alternatives, few suggested that parents' failure to make good program
choices was a serious problem (see Table 5.2). Howeﬁer, when teachers

were asked directly if they thought parents knew enough aoout the
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" Table 5.3 ° .‘ o,

‘PERCEIVED EDUCATIONAL EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVES IN EUGENE
(In percent),

In general, how do you think the existence of .
educational alternatives has affected the quality ;
of education received by the children -of your

o Jistrict?

r

¢’

A e \

) Alternative Regulaf

v Rating Teachers Teachers
Has increased quality 92 .35

Has not changed quality 8 50
Has decreased quality - 15

; . 100 100
N . 24 158
<
{ SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 1.

. aWeightéd to refleckathe different sampling rates
for single-program and multiprogram schools. See the
appendix for details. .
T o
programsrbeing offered to be able to make good program choices, 25
percent of the alternative teachers and 63 percent-of the regular

y 3
teachers said "No" (see Table~5.4).

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON TEACHERS

The teachegs’ responses shown;in Tables 5.1 and 5.2 suggest that
the system of alternatives .in Eugene brought both advantages and dis-
advantages fér teachers. * Advantages included'increased teacher choice
and érpatiye opportunity. Disadvantages included worry about ggroll—_
ments, geefings that resources were inadequate, and feelings that

-alternatives required too much work. ‘The data in Table 5.5 show that
88 petcent of the alternative teachers éurVeyed felt alternatives were

*beneficial for teachers, while 12 percent felt they had no effect.

~

[
.
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Table 5.4

TEACHERS' CONFIDENCE IN PARENTS: PROGRAM" CHOICES IN EUGENE
) (In percent)
Do you think most parents know enough about the edu-
eational programs being offered in your district to be
able to moke good program choices for their children?

A
{
. Regular Regular
Teachers Teachers
in Multi- in Single-
h ' Alternative program Program
Response Teachers m Schools Sciools
Yes 38 28 13
No . .25 47 63 ’
Do not know 38 25 24
" 100 100 100
N C 2 57 101
e ' ’ SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 4.

L4
¥

Among regular teachers, about 40 percent felt alternatives were
good for teachers, about 40 percent felt they had no eifect, and 20 o
percent felt they had a negativeneffect.

Teacher Control over the Work Environment

o . Eugene's implementation strategy emphasized volunteer teacher

participation in alternatives. Subsequently, teachers had a great

deal of control over program sizes, student admissions, curriculum

development, and day—to—ﬁay»yrogfam management. Therefore, it is not

surﬁrising that the alternative teachers reported a high degree of

control over theilr personal work setting.

Voice. Most alternative teachers felt that their participation

in alternatives afforded them more influence over program decisions.

Ninety-one percent, said they had "a lot" of influence over curriculum

-
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Table 5.5

PERCEIVED NET EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVES 6N TEACHERS IN EUGENE
(In percent)

Overall, has the existence of alternatives in your
distriet had o positive effect, a megative effect, or no
effect on teachers?

Regular Regular’
Teachers Teachers
in Multi- in Single-
Alternative program Program
Effect Teachers Schools Schools
Positive effect 88 49 ©39.
No effect 12 7 32 41
Negative effect - §§§ 19 20
100 . 100 100
N 24 ’ 57 101

. SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 2.

decisions, 86 percent felt they had a lot of influence over staffing

decisions, and 50 percent felt they had a lot of influence over bud-

get decisions.

Chwice. Ouly three vl 22 aliernaiive leachers said that, if

they had a choice, they woulé prefef to teach in another school or
program. Presumably, these teachers became dissatisfied with their
assignments, because all had originally volunteered to teach in alter-
natives, .

Autonémz. Sixty-eight percent of Eugene's alternative teachers
felt that teacher autonomy had incrqgsed since the beginning of alter-
natives.

For regdiar teachers, the introduction of alternatives did not
alter their control over, their work environment. Only a few rgported

changes in their degree of #Afluence over school-level decisions.
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Workload

~cent felt it required "a great. deal" of effort after the first year.

Only 3 percent said that alternatives had caused them to worry whether
they would get e~ u¢zh ctudents to keep their current teaching positions.
Seventy-five percent felt that their degree of autonomy had not changed

since the introduction of alternatives.

3

All of the alternative teachers reported that imp.ementing alter-
natives required extra effort on their part. Sixty-nine percent said

it required "a great deal' of effort in the initial year, and 31 per-

Some teachers spent an entire summer on their own time to plan their
program. Another group of teachers prepared its program after school,
twice a week for six mongﬁs. Teachers in a third alternative program
spent about 15 extra hours per week through their entire first year.
In spite of this high level of extra work, relatively few alter-
native teachers (17 percent) mentioned the increased workload as a
significant disadvantage of alternatives. Apparently), most alternative
teachers' enthusiasm outweighed the hardships of increased workload.
Some of the progrgms' head teachers did seem to have workload
problems. One program lost two head teachers in its first two years,
partly because of the workload. One teacher (not a head teacher) com-

plained to the superintendent about the lack of released time ‘for head

teachers. This teacher felt that released teaching time should be a ‘ .
necessary condition vi.the job. However, we know of only one proéram o
that was allowed to reduce the head teacher's teaching assignment.

Head teachers in the other programs were granted a small salary incre-

ment in recognition of their responsibilities.

Teacher-Peer Relations

When alternative and regular teachers in multiprogram schools
were asked whether tension between programs was a problem in their
school, 28 percent felt that it had been a major problem in the past,

but only 9 percent felt it was still a major problem.1 Cverall, 56

1Sp:ing 197Z\teacher survey, questions 2la and 22a.

-
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percent of all teachers in the multiprogram schools said they pre-
ferred that their schools offer more than one progr;m, and an addi-
tional él percent were indiffe"rent.2 This degree of support for multi-
‘program schools was not found among multiprogram teachers in Alum Rock

or Minneapolis.

Distribution of District Resources

Only 3 percent of the teachers complained that the district's
system of alternatives had led to an inequitable distripution of re-
Sources.3 Thus, unlike the teacher organizations in Alum Rock, Cincin-~
nati, and Miqneapolia, the EugeneAE&ucatops Association did not
become involved in the issue of costs for alternative programs.

There was some sentiment among both alternative and fegular
teachers that the district had umdersupported alternatives. Twelve,
percent of the alternative teachers and 10 percent of the regular
teachers complained that the distéict's allocation of resources to
alternatives was inadequate. Another 21 percent of the alternative
teachers cited inadequate transportation as a chief disadvantage of

alternatives. N

TEACHERS' QVERALL SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES

"~ Our data show that Eugene's implementation strategy won the
ort of mogt of the dictriet's teachers. All of the alternative
teachers surveyed felt that parent choice was a good idea overall.
Among regular teachers, 84 percent of those in multiprogram schools
and 70 percent of those in single-program schools thoughtrparené

choice was a good idea (see Table 5.6).

SUMMARY
Eugene developed its system of alternatives in response to a
small but articulate minorfty of parents and teachers who wanted the

district to offer some different, particularly more "open," approaches

(9

2Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 11.
3Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 54.

RS §7:
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Table 5.6 o

TEACHERS' OVERALL SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES IN EUGENE

(In percent)

All things considered, do you think giving parents a choice among -

-

different types of programs for their children is a good idea or not?

N

w

Regular Regular
Teachers Teachers
in in

Multi~- Single-

Alternative ‘program_  Program All
Rating Teachers Schools®  Schools Teachers
Good or very good idea 100 84 70 74
Fair idea - 12 23 20
- Poor or very poor idea S 4 7 6
160 100 100 100
N ' 24 58 101 183
SOURCE: Spring 1977 teacher survey, question 3.

aWeighted to reflect the different sampling rates for multiprogram

and single-program schools.

to education. The superintendent moderately supported a

but always carefully reassured regular teachers that alternatives would

not draw status or resources away from the neighborhood schools. The

district provided only very limited financial support to establish al-

ternatives, but it did give alternative teachers considerable control

in program design, implementation, and manageme

nt.

Few teachers actually volunteered to try alternative programs.

Some teachers were undoubtedly deterred from alternatives because of

the heavy initial investment required of teachers to develop a program.

Other teachers said they perceived no advantages to be designated

"alternative" teachers, because they were already free to try out differ-

s
ent classroom methods.

s
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The teachers who joined alternative programs were, of course,

almost universally entnusiastic about the idea of alternatives. Their
most frequent personal complaint was the éxtra work required, but only
a minority of alternative teachers felt this was a major disadvantage. s
Regular teachers were relatively unaffected by the system of -
alternatives in Eugene. Alternative programs had the right to limit
their enrollments, and none seemed particularly eager to expand, even
though several had long waiting lists. This meant that regular teachers
e were not chreatened by losing.students to alternative programs. In
addition, the alternative programs were not drawipg resources away from
. neighborhood schools and were not viewed as pedagégically superior to
regular school programs.

. Perhaps in a spirit of "live and let live,"

regular teachers in
Eugene showed generally favorable attitudes toward the idea of parent
choice, although most did not feel that the existence‘of alternatives
necessarily impro&ed the quality of education. Those regular teachers
who opposed the idea of parent choice cited two main.reasons: Alterna-

tive students were not learning enough basic skills, and the system of

alternatives harmed teachers because it created inequities, unnecessary

competition, and too much parent power.
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Chapter 6
ALTERNATIVES IN CINCINNATI™

THE_SETTING ' ‘ NG
Cincinnati is a city of 450,000 in a metropolitan area of 1.4 ™~
million. The city's population is ethnically diverse and includes ~N
numerous Catholics of German descent, former Southerners, Appalachians,
and blacks. As in'many cities, Cincinnati's total population has been
declining since about 1960, and its black populatién has been growing.

In 1970, 28 percent of the city's population was black. : .
The Cincinnati Public Schools, like the city they serve, have

faced a declining total enrollment and a growing proportion of black

students this decade: Between 1970 and 1976, total enrollment declined

from 82,000 to 66,000 students, and the proportion of black students

increased from 45 to 51 percent. As in many urban school districts,

Cincinnati has faced increasing problems raising adequate revenues

and desegregating its schoolé as the proportion of poor and black

s

families increases.

A BRIEF HISTORY OF ALTERNATIVES IN CINCINNATI A

B
,

According to some observers, Cincinnati's alternatives date back
to 1918, when the district opened its city-wide college preparatory
high. school, Walnut Hills. The district aiso operated a city~wide
vocational school (Courter) for many years. Because these first "alter-
native" schools were selective and oriented toward students of specific - A
- ability levels, they differ from most of Cincinnati's present alterna- -
tives, which try to attract students of all ability levels. Howev;r,
their existence set a precedent for the district's newer alternatives

‘that begaﬁ to form in 1973.

The growth of alternatives in Cincinnati began with the appoint-

ment of Superintendent Doriald Waldrip in July 1972. Dr. Waldrip named
desegregation of the city's schools as one of his primary concerns.

__However, he emphasized that his goal was to desegregate "without chas-

ing white people and their ﬁonetary support to the suburbs." He

suggested that one way to do this was to provide such an outstanding
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education program that people will want:co move to the city to take
advantage of it. Thus, he submitted a tax levy to the voters in May
1973, which included provisions to develop alternative forms™of educa-
tion for studenig who required or desired optional mgthods of instruc—
tion.‘
When the tax levy failgqfvthe superintendent decided to start
" alternatives on a small scale fatger than wait for the funds needed to _
start a large system. The district's first two alternatives opened
"in September 1973. The School for the Creative and Performing”Arts ’ .
started with 150 students (grades 4 to 6) in a few émpty classrooms at
a neighnofhood school. City—Wide High School, a school-without-walls '
‘ modeled after the famous Parkway School in Philadelphia, opened with
200 students (grades 9 to 12), alsc sharing space with a neighborhood
school. 7
Building on thé apparent success of the first two programs, the
system expanded to five pfdgrams at 10 sites in the fall of 1974. At
the elementary level, a German bilinguéi program and an Individually
Guided Education (IGE) program were added. At the secondary level, a
junior high ccllege readiness program began. Total student enrollment — .,
in alternatives grew to ébout 2200.
By 1975, Cincinnati offered 14 alternative programs at 28 sites.
New elementary programs included elementary co;lege/prep, a fundamental
school, French and Spanish bilingual programs, a Montessori school, a
multiage ungraded school, a pair of reading centérs, and an inq;rracial
program called IPSIP. At the secondary level, an Academy‘of Math and
Science was started for grades 7 and 8, with the intention of expanding
~ne grade per year until the Académy would offer grades 7 to 12 in
1979-80. The total enrollment in alternatives grew to 5400.
Only one alternative program (junior high IGE) was introduced in
the fall of 1976, but the number of sites expanded to 36 and the grade
levels taught at each site also continued to expand. About 7800 stu-
dents were enrolled in the alternative programs during 1976-77.
In 1977, Cincinnati set about to expand its system of alterna- .

tives to 21 programs at 51 sites, setting a target enrollment of

-
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12,000 Students in alternatives for the fall. New elementary'programs
included an-applied arts program, a basic skills immersion program, an
elenentary math and sciencelprogram, and a physical education program.
At the secondary level, a junior high oasic‘skills program, a high
school program for military sciences, and a high school academy of
international studies were offered. However, only the applied arts,
elémentary matn—science, and physical education programs attracted the

right balance of -students to open, so the total enrollment in alterna-

‘:\ -
DISTRICT GOALS AND CONSTRALFTS

Superintendent Waldrip's main ceason for promoting alternatives
was his belief that alternatives could attract white parents into in-
tegrated educational settings within the cit' school system.* The
board's interest in alternatives was also closely related to integra-
tion, as evidenced by its inclusion of alternative schools in the "Plan

~ for Quality Integrated Education,"”

which was adopted in January 1974,
_For alternatives to significantly influence racial isolation; the
district needed to enroll a large proportion of the total student popu-
lation in alternatives. ~(Superintendent Waldrip set a goal of 40 per-
cent by 1980.) To enroll this proportion, the district required a
substantial commitment.of time and resources to denelob very attractive
programs. At the same time, the district could not neglect its neigh-
borhood schools in which most of its students were enrolled and which
the majority of board members were committed to defend.2 This required
. . a delicate balancing act between the interests of the alternative pro-
~grams (many of which had developed influential parent constituencies)
and\the interests of the neighborhood schools. The board's goal wds

to de;élop successful alternatives at low cost, to find sites for al-

ternatives: without closing neighborhood schools, and to allay

. : -~ l7ne district decided not to label its reading centers as alterna-
_ tives for 1997, becéuse enrollment in these was by referral, not parent
choice. . . .

2

Since 1974, the boafd\had been controlled by a group calling-it-
self the Neighborhood Schools Committee. .

4

tives for 1977-78 fell short of 9000 B R

°
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neighborhood school concerns that alternative programs would attract

al: of the best teachers and students.

IMPLEMENTATION POLICIES

<

Responsibility for Program Formation and Management

. Given its desegregation goals, C1ncinnat1 could not leave dec;—
sions about the content, location, and form of organization of alterna-
tive programs entirély to local initiative. Thus, a district-centrrlled
process détgrmined what kinds of programs in what locations would

accomplish racial balance in the city's schools. .

Program Initiation. The duperintendent directly controlled pro-

“grzm initiation. He sought people to develop plans for the alternative

progéams=he'had in mind, and listened to people with other ideas for
alternative programs. The district also took exfsting educational
models (such as the IGE and IPSIP programs) and incorporated them into
its alternative system. In each case, the superintendent decided, with
staff advice, which frograms to include.

Consistent with the board's commitment to neighborhood schools,
most of the programs were organ1zed as programs-within-schools. 3 To
promote the district's desegregatlon goals, the superintendent selected
program locations and set program target enrollments, based on s;ch

factors as the availability of space, availability of staff with the

needed skills, and estimated parérnt interest.

Program Development. Oncejghé genéral theme;of a program was
estaplished, a downtown administrator and/or a specially hired program
coordinator were usually given the responsibility for program develop-
ment. Several programs provided paid plauning time for’ classroom
teachers, at least in the early years. Teachers in other programé
gave' many summer weeks and school-year weekends of their own time for

program development.

This report defines programs-within-schools as those programs
that did not havé their own principal. In 1976-77, 29 of the district's

36 alternative sites were organized as programs-— within—schools.
Y -
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; Program Management. In 1976~77, 19 of 36 alternative sites had

a full-time‘principal and/or a nonteaching program coordinator as pro-
gram managers. Seven sites had a full-time principal; twelve other:
T sites had a clearly identifiable, nonteaching program leader. At the
remaining sites, a part-time principal or a full-time teacher acted as
Q program leader. B

Student Admission and Transfer Policies

A

"Cincinnati's student admlssion and transfer policies were not as
proconsumer as_, those of ‘Alum Rock or Mlnneapolls. Although Cincinnati's
long~run commitment was to expand program$ to meet the demand, the city
was not committed to admitting all applicants the_year they applied.
Rather the district's maia objective was ‘to induce parents to enroll
their children voluntarily in racially desegregatéd educational pro-
grams, which were usually located in a school outside of the neighbor-

) hood. This required the creation of very high-quality programs.4 The

district's strategy was to slowly and carefull§ set yearly target en-

rollments for each program, by consid%;ing how much existing programs
could exgand and how many new programs the district could sustain.

The district strongly encouraged parents to apply; enrollments beyond

set limits were put on waiting lists until the program had openings or .

2
»

expanded.,

. At first, alternative programs screened applicants for admission.
However, complaints that the alternative programs were only édmitting
better students led the district to all bu’ eliminate program-level
control of studenf/;dmissions in 1976 and 1977. Some alternative
teachers we interviewed had strong misgivings about this policy, but
. the district consideréd'it important to show that the alternative pro-
grams were not just getting the "cream of the crop" and sending the

problem students back.to the neighborhood schools. .

4Bridge and Blackman (1978), who examined parent survey data from
" several school districts, found that most parents felt school location
was the most important factor in choosing an educationdl program for
their child. ‘
H A
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Financial Support ) o

It is difficult to measure accurately the cost of implementing
alternatives in a locally funded system, but Cincinnati's initial fi-
nancial supportdfor alternatives was clearly substantial. A district
report issued in 1976°showed an average extra expenditure of about
$180 per pupil in 1975-76. "Of the district's 13 programs, four spent

o less than $100 extra per pupil, four spent between $104 and $200,
three spent between $200 and $300, and two spent over $300 per pupil.s

About 80 percent of the excess costs wené for extra proé;am staff:
Six programs had nonteaching program coordinators, five had specialist
teachers, five had classroom aides, and four hired cxtra.teachers to
reduce class size. One program provided teachers with daily released
time forsprogfam development.™ In many cases these,exgra resources
meant that the alternative programs could be developed without placing
an unreasonable burden on alEgrnative teachers. (See the discussion of
workload below.) 4 ' . s

About 20 percent of the excess costs were spent on classroom
materials and remodeling. ’Qlthough the expenditures for remodeling
were not a large proportion of the total, they sometimes attracted
considerable attention from regular teachers in the same building.

For example, teac?ers asked why the wing of a building with an alterna-
tive program was painted or carpeted when these amenities were not
available to the regular school program. )

Because Cincinnati's alternatives were locally funded under a

+ chronically tight financial situation, the excess costs for alterna-

tives underwent continuous scrufiny. The board insisted that more

expensive programs trim their costs, bringing ‘the projected extra per-

pupil expenditure down to about $130 for the 1977-78 school year.*
l ' Many alternative teachers questioned whether alternative programs

could maintain their distinctiveness under further budget cuts.

SThis included capital expenditures but did not include the costs
of curriculum coordinators for some programs, There were also sub-
stantial extra costs for pupil transportation that were paid by the
state. *

-
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Leadership Support

From the start of alternatives in 1973 until he left the superin~ . “
tendency in 1976, Waldrip was an ardent supporter of thencon;ept of
alternatives in CGincinnati. His arguments for alterrnatives were both
educational and political,;although political arguments predominated.
Educationally, he argued that no single cgrriculum_can possibiz satisfy

-the abilities and aspirations of all students. Politically, he argued

" that alternatives were'a way to solve the district's prnblems of racial
isolation and white flight. Waldrip supported his advocacy position in

a variety of nays. He encouraged his staff to find and develop new .
program ideas; he personally consideréﬁtand approved the programs

offered each year; he found community resources to help develop alter-
natives; and he enrolled his own children in alternative programs.

When the superintendency changed hands in 1976, Dr. James Jacobs
continued nis predecessor's commitment to alternatives; although with,

- a somewhat more balanced perspective. As an assistant superintendent,
Jacobs had spoken of the limitations of alternatives as a means of pro-
moting raciai balance, pointing out that (1) not all parents and chil-
dren valued alternatives, 2) alternatives wvere expensive to develop,
and (3) it was not in the district's interest for neighborhood school
parents to feel that their schools were being neglected. When he took

.

office, éne of his priorities was to "clean up" the district's alterna-

¢ tive system by developing a set of consistent governing policies and’ B
procedures. By 1977, Jacobs published the "Alternative Program Manual," :
which coordinated the district's efforts to expand alternatives from '

8000 to 12,000 students. . ~

TEACHERS' RESPONSES TO ALTERNATIVES

Because Rand was not permitted‘to coilect teacher survey data in
Cincinnati, comparisons between this and the otjier three sites are
. tenuous. Moreover, we are“unable to present a systematic picture of
Cincinnati teachers' perceptions of alternatives from the data made
available to us. The following data on Cincinnati teachers were

available: * i . . .

P A ] ) 12 .. - . , C.
-~ > - . -‘. . —




o A survey of alternative and regular teachers conducted by

the district in March 1976'(N.= 2392 keachers).

0 Teacher interviews at 10 neighborhood schools cenducted by
. the School Foundation of Greater Cincimmati in the spring
of 1976. . cL o :
. o0 A survey of aiternative teachers, regular teachers, and

administrators “in schools that housed alternative programs
‘conducted by the dlqtrict in the fall of 1976 (N = 368
respondentb)

o A survey of teachers conducted by the, bitizens' Alternative
School Task Force in March 197?‘(ﬁ = 103 teachers).

o . A March 1977 statement by the Cincinpati Federation of
Teachers on the district's alternative school policies. .

0 Inlormal interviews with alternatéve teacheré, representa-

. tives of two teacher organizations, and districtaadmlnlstra—
tors .cgaducted by Rand btaff between February 1976 and March »
1977. : ’

LS
.

.None of these sources was adequate to cover the full range of
teachers' perceptions of alternatives, and some sources were vulmerable
to nonresponse bias or samplin 1g error. Within these limitations, we-

drew on these information sources "to creaEe the picture presented below. .

EAW
£
£

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON STUDENTS AND PARENTS

B

During the 1975 77 period, most alternative teachers in Clncinnati

felt that their programs were valuable .to_ students and parents. Most .
regular teachers felt that alternatives were worthwhlle for the parti--
cipants, byt that,the system of altcrnatives hutt the neighborhooed - . .
schools by drawing away financial resources and taleﬂted students. “

The district's March 1976 teacher’survey asked all, teachers to .
rate the effects of alterhatives on.'student 5ttitudes: motivation, and °
academic achievement and‘?ﬁm?bport'thg degree of parent support.and |
invoiyément at their school. . .ernative teachers pave above average

scores omt all five indicators of'consémerabénéﬁit'(see Table 6.1), .-

. s . s 4

. .
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Table 6.1

" PERCEIVED EFFECTS OF ALTERNATIVES ON STUDENTS AND PARENTS IN CINCINNATI

-

(Teachers were asked tb rate each of the following survey items on a

)
1]

¥,

-

¢

"gcale from 1 to.7, where 1 = poor, 4 = average, and 7 = excellent.)
. o )
Mean Rating i
Alternative Regular
Survey Item 2 Teachers Teachers
Student attitudes toward alternative ,
~» programs (Q35) 5.2 3.5
L J
Effect of alternative programs on
student motivation (Q5) 5.1 3.4 .
Effect of alternative programs on ,
academic achievement in our -
school (Q19) 4.9 , 3.2
Communitv's attitude toward our »
* school (Q9) * 4.9 - 3.9
.Parent involvement in our school . AR A
: (Q21) 5.0 - 3.4
e ’
SOURCE' March 1976 survey of Cincinnati teachers by the dis-
‘ trict., . : .
* NOTE: N =%2023 regular teachers, 369 alternative teachers.

In contrast, regular teachers tated stﬁde@; attitudes toward alterna-

LY . - .
tives and the effect of alterpatives-on student motivation and achieve-

ment slightly helow average.
Interviews with regularbteachers conducted in the spring of 1976
- by thz 3chool Foundation of Greater Cincinnati asked teachers whether
providing a ‘choice of programs had a positive effect, a negative
effect, or no effect on students learniug. Teachers at 6 of thé'lO
neighborhood schools in the sample felt that providing choice had a
positive effect.
that children L\hzr better when they can choose a prog
ests them. _Other’ teachers were uncertain about the effects of-parent

choice on student learning.

Most supported this point of view wi;h\the\az§;:i:t—lvvz//,r’<“’*’“
ram that j




108

Beyond the educational effects of alternatives, many teachers in

Cinéinnati also considered school desegregation in assessing the over-
o5 ., all social valqe of a’ternative programs. Some teachers who might
' « “herwise have opposed alternatives feit they were preferable to manda-
tory busing. Other teachers criticized alternatives as a tactic for
avoiding genuine school desegregation.

Y

PERCEIVED EFFECTS ON TEACHERS

For alternative teacheré, Cincinnati's system of alternatives gener-
ated both benefits and costs. Many alternative .eachers were enthusi-
astic about their programs, but some regarded district support as in-
adequate. TFor regular teachers, the system generated few benefits and
some costs. The main costs were the loss of talented students and dis-
trict resources tnat went to alternatiye programs instead of the neigh~-

" borheod schoals.

—

Teacher Control of the Work Environment

Overall, the system of alternatives in Cincinnati was perceived by

most ~teachers as;gféing them adequate choice of program and slightly

more voice in dééisionmaking. ‘There seems to have been little change
in the degree of teacher autonomy.

. Choice. Before expanding or offering new programs, the district
considered the availability of willing and qualified teachers. Thus,
teachers usually volunteered when programs needed staffing:, The dis-
trict advertised the new positions, which were typically first open to
teachers from the school where the program was to be 1ocatgd. In other
cases, recruitmentﬁwas district-wide. If too few teachers applied,
the district filled vacancies by-assigning qualified teachers from the
diétrict's surplus list. If no qualified district teacher was found

—for a position, the district advertised nationally. -—,;
The district's March 1976 teacher survey indica.ed that most alter=" =
native teachers chose their assignments freely. When téacher;Ewere
. asked to rate "satisfaction with my teacher assignment" on a scale from

1 to 7 (poor to excellent), 79 percent of the alternative teachers

~ rated their satisfaction level at 5, or above, while only 8 percent
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rfexpressed dissatisfaction with their assignments (see Table 6. 2)

Regular teachers were less pleased with their asslgnments

Voice. Teachers' involvement in shaping program curriculum was
variable. One could hypothesize that teachers' level of involvement
in program development would depend on whether or not the program had
a designated program leader. We did not observe such,e relationship.
Some programs with a designated leader also had a high degree of
teacher involvement in program development, and teacher involvement
was not uniformly high in programs without formal leaders.
fy our analysis, teachers generally had little voice in program
. budget or staffing decisions. Budget decisions were usually made down~-
town, and staffing decisions were usually made by the program coordina-
tors or principals with the assistance of the central office. This
view of the teacher's role is supported by data from the district's .
March 1976 teacher survey. When teachers were asked to rate "my in-
volvement in decisions affecting me" on a scale from 1 to 7, the mean
.ratings for alternative-and regular teachers, respectively, were 4.4
and 3.9.

wst

Table 6.2

TEACHERS' SATISFACTION WITH THEIR ASSIGNMENTS IN CINCINNATI
(In percent)

Alternative Regular -
Rating Teachers Teachers
Above average (5-7) 79 . 65
Average (4) .13 19
Below average (1-3) 8 16
100 100
N 365 2005




- teacher behavior, which teachers seemed to willingly accept. The

Autonomy. . A number of programs had definite expectations for

— 4

Montessori program, for example, included many prescriptions for

teachers. Because these teachers had accepted the Montessori disci-

pline in their graduate tralning, they did not think of it as a limita-

T ememe

‘tion on their freedom. -

Workload 7 ’

As in every district we studied, most alternative teachers ;n
Cincinnati experienced an increased workload from their participation
in alternatives. Although some highly enthusiastic teachers did not

mind the extra hours, other teachers complained that they were not ade-

quately compensated for new curriculum development. A 1976 district
survey of teachers and administrators in schools with alternative pro-
grams asked teachers whether they agreed or disagreed with the state-
ment that "teachers should be compensated for additional work on
curriculum writing for special alternative programs, material develop-
ment, and in-service." Of 3447respondents, 92 percent agreed. The
Cincinnati Federation of Teaehers official position on alternatlves
(adopted in March 1977) expressed concern that '"many teaghers’in alter-
native schools...are expected to write curricula while simultaneously -
performing their daily teaching tasks.... Some schools receive in-
service training and professional guidance, others receive only meager
support.

- I

Teacher—-Peer Relations

LI .

Accoriirg to the .district's March 1976 teacher survey, the degree
of cooperation among teachers in alternative programs was slightly higher-
than that reported by teachers in regular programs. When asked to rate

“cooperation among teachers in our school" from 1 to 7, alternative

teachers' ratings averaged 5.0 and regular teachers' ratings averaged
4,6, At the same time, we saw evidence of tension :between alternative
and regular teacher; in some multiprogram schools. The tensions seemed
strongest where the alternative program enjoyed physical amenities
(such as carpeting or newly painted halls) that had bee@ denied to the

reguiar program.

o 126
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Distribution of District Resources

We reported above that alternative teachers wanted more district

_funds for curriculum development and that some regular teachers were

concerned about amenities provided to alternative programs. Additional

data suggest that teachers' concerns about the funding of alternatives
. were relatively widespread in Cincinnati. A 1976 survey of 107 alter- e
native and 201 reguiar teachers in schools -housing alternatives asked
if teachers agreed thaé "the allocation of materials and supplies [to
alternatives] should be the same as that of other schools except for
initial expenditures." Seventy percent of the regular school staff

agreed with this statement, while 60 percent of the alternative

[
>

. teachers disagreed.
In Cincinnati Schcol Foundation's <1976 interviews with neighborhood

school teachers, teachers at four of ten neighborhood schools felt the
bgard and administrétion favored the alternative programs. Teachers |
reported'"much resentment” at the perceived favoritism, and felt that
money was being spent on an idea that had not been adequately tested.
Teachers at one school were concerned that the board would abolish
neighborhood schools.

) The Citizens' Alternative School T;sk Por;é}xwhen it asked teachers
for their 'views on alternatives in March 1977, found that funding was
the most'frequently mentioned concern. We calcﬁlated that 33 percent

“ of the teachérs felt the special funding of alternatives was inequit-
able or unjustifiable, or that other priorities were more important .
than the further expansion of alternatives. Many teachers were opposed
to the special funding-because the district had not given teachers a
raise in two years. These results iliustrate the concern of many

regular teachers that the system of alternatives was being financed at

the’expense of other district priorities.

TEACHERS' OVERALL SUPPORT FOR ALTERNATIVES
According to the March 1976 suryey, 66 percent of the district's

alternative teachers felt the alternative school plan was effective
and supported the idea of increasing the number of alternative pro-

h grams, Most regular teachers expressed neutral or negative feelings

i




toward plan effectiveness. Regular teachers were divided on gﬁe issue
of alterﬁative program expansion: 34 percent ;upported expansion, 28,
pércent were neutral, and 38 percent were opposed Zsee Table 6.3).
Alternative and regular teachers had a common inferest in opposing the
furthér expénsion of alternatives, because expansion would take funds
from both groups.

Table 6.3

a

TEACHERS' OVERALL SUPPORT FOR ALT;B&ATIVES IN CINCINNATIL
(In percent)

Alternative Regular .
Survey Item . .Teachers Teachers
Effectiveness of alternative .
school plan
Positive 66 18
Neutral ) 22 38
Negative 11 44
. 99 100
N 349 1504
Value of increasing the number
of alternative programs
Positive« . N 66 34
-Neutral 19 28
Negative . 16 38
101 100
N ' 349 1504

SOURCE: March 1976 district syrvey of Cincinnati
teachers (2023 regular teachers and 369 alternative teachers
responded to the survey).

NOTE: Teachers were asked to rate each survey item on
a scale from 1 to 7 (1 = poor, 4 = average, and 7 = excellent).
In -the table, responses from 5 to 7 were aggregated as "posi-

- tiVe" and responses from 1 to 3 were aggregated as "negative."
. .

.

23
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The Cincinnati Tea¥chersi é{éso;ciaggignTCTA)j the téachers’-official =
representative before December 1976, did not take a formal position on
the district's altgrnative policy. To CTA, the system of alternatives,
even with its drawbacks, was apparently preferable té mandatory busing.
" The Cincinnati Federation of Teachers (CFTi, after being voted into .
power in Janﬁary 1977, endorsed a somewhat different point of view.’

SUMMARY

Cincinnati planned to create a steadily expanding system of al-
ternatives that would ultimately enroll enough students to accomplish
voluntary school desegregation. During the 1973-1977 period, alterna-
tives were éiven continuiné leadership support by the superintendent
and b;ard, although not all alternative programs were fully satisfied
with the district's commitment to them. Financial support (totally
from diétrict funds) amounted to about $2 million over ghe five-year
éeriod. ; ,

The superintendent determined program themes and locations, and
he'was(assisted by administrators at the Education Center. Most pro-
grams,wére ofganized as programs-within-schools because the district
could not fund mew school facilities and was reluctant to close neigh-
borhood schools. The distri&t decided each year how many students it
could accommodate in each program and took the responsibility for re-
cruiting these students. The rate of expansion was slow enough that
‘most alternative teaching positions were staffed by volunteers.
Teachers played a éignificant role in program developmenf, but the dis-
trict also hired a number of nonteaching curriculum coordinators to
help develop new program curricula. Student admissions, originally
controlled by each program, were gradually ceﬁtraliZed to maximize
the enrollment in alternatives aﬁd to assure regular teachers that all
the ﬁést students would not be placed in alternative programs.

Most teachers felt the system of alternatives was advantageous to
the community for two reasons: Students had better educgtfonal oppor-
tunities, and the systeﬁ would save the district from mandatory busing.
Ho@ever, a number of neighborhood school teachers felt neglected, as

the district gave more and more attention to alternatives.

‘ 129 i )
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" a

Alternatives had a positive effect on most alternative teachers,
—-‘_uhghgere_ggreﬁsatisfied with their teaching assignments and their

voice in derls?gg;gg;gg‘fﬁﬁﬁ‘their~neighhgrhood school counterparts.
Some” teachers, however, felt that the dlstrict s lack of adequate fi-
nancial support for curriculum development resulted in too heavy work-
loads and lower quality programs.

Alternatives had either no effect or a negative effect on regilar
school teachers. Some regular echool teachers were concerned that the
alternetive programs were getting all:- the better students, while others

-

felt that the alternative programs were getting more than a fair share

>

of the district's attention and resources.
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_ . Four main topics are discussed in this appendix: (1) general

parameters that guided the étudy; (2) selection of sample districts; - — e

. (3) criteria used to identify alternative programs; and (4) specifics

of data collection at each site.

> GENERAL PARAMETE"S OF THE STUDY

In 1972, Rand was awarded a contract to evaluate the Alum Rock
vou?her demonstration. This voucher demonstr: .ion was originally de-
signed to test the idea of letting parents send their children to -
public or private schools at public expense. As the demonstration de-

., veloped in practice, however, it never included éfivate schools and.
beéame eésentiélly an iéteresting variant of the broader movement to_
provide alternatives within the public schools. Rand's study was

~therefore expanded so Alum Rock's experiences could be compared with
those of other distriqﬁs that had also experimented with alternatives.
We chose to study a few districts intensively, rather than a
larger number of districts more superficially. A total of four dis-
trictshﬁincluding Alum Rock) seemed to be a small encugh number to ~

enable us to study each in some detail, yet a large enough number to

support some tentative generalizations. Rand contacted more than 30

s¢hool districts across the nation and identified several that had -

made substantial commitments tc alternative eduéqtidn. 0f these, the

following three districts were selected to participate in the study:

o Minneapolis, Minnesota;
. o) Cineinnati, Ohio; and .
o Eugene, Oregon ’

Our study, of which this report is the third i. a seven-volume
series, focused primarily on the processes of implementing alternatives
rather than on the &ducational outcomes of alternatives. We chose

this focus because many previous studies of educational innovation had

~

A




focused attention prematurely on the outcome3 of innovations, without

i establishing first whether and in what form the innovations were

1

w—«aetua-l&-y—implemented o

Our implicit model of the innovatlon process was an interest-

-~ —group model. That is, we assumed that a district s success or failure

in implementing an innovation such as alternatives was likely to de-

. pend on the goals and concerns of the major intetest groups that would
be afféczgd by the“innovation: parents, teachers: principals, and 7
diétrict management. Three of the study's seven volumes deal with

specific interest groups. One (Bridge and Blackman, 1978) deals with

parents; one (Thomas, 1978) deals with principals; and the présent -

volume deals with teachers. * .°

P
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SITE SELECTION ~ ) ) ‘

~

] In selecting sites we purposely selected a sample of dlstricts
with diverse approaches to implementing alternatives. To begin with,

we established a list of minimum criteria:

o} Thg'systeﬁ)must include elementary alternatives.

) The system must offer at least three different programs.

0 The alternative programs must be oriented toward "normal"
children, not juét those with special needs or problems.

o Students mpst have the option of attending a school other
than thelr nieighborhood school. ) ’

) At least 5 percent of the district's elementary students

éhould bé enroliéd in an alternattve program.

) The site chosen should represent a variety of different

communities across the United States.

Q -
3

We searched several directories of alternative schools and téle-
phoned experts across the country to identify districts that might
meet these criteria. We called 32 districts and visited eight before

‘ selecting Alum Rock, Cincinnati, Eugene,rgnd Minneapolis as the study

sites. [

loce Goodlad and Klein, 1974. 1',)
o

L




This selection process resulted in sites that were diversified on

e

2

-

- several counts. Two were federally funded (Alum Rock, Minneapolis),

- f~_vtwo_wexe:locally_funded~LEugeneT—CineinﬁatiQTAAEWQ—hadudeéegfegatien—’—

>

és.a goal (Cincinnati, Minneapolis); two did not (Alum Rock, Eugene).
Two were moderately large urban districts (Cincinnati, Minneapolis);
two were smaller districts (Alum Rbck, Fugene). One district had al-

most no mino}ity students (Eugene); one had almost no Anglo students
(Alum Rock). /

PE— v
- .

PROGRAM

SELECTION .
We developed some general criteria for identifying the kinds of ’

alternative programs we wanted to study. Our goal was to operationa-
lize the criteria enough to clearly and consistently apply them, with-
out imposing a hard and fast set of rules on the pa}ticipating dis-

tricts. Thus, we chose the following characteristics:

o Programs
o Programs

parents,

that were officially designated as alternatives;

that were perceived as alternatives by the teachers,'

and students, who participated in them;

o Programs in which,.students enrolled by cﬁoice, not by assign-
ments, referral, or default; ) ‘
Programs ‘with bgoad*eligibility requirements;
0 Programs with disFinfti?e curricula;

Full-day rather than part-day progpams.

-
'

"1In looging for giétfiéts CO'Stﬁdy,'we*selected a set of districts
whose "alternative" programs met these criteria better than others,
and made our ginal choices from that set. In each of the four dis-
tricts we studied, it was our judgment that some programs met ELese
tcriteria bettet than others. However, we generally accepted our host

districts' designations. The exceptions illustrate how we used the
criteria to make decisions in marginali cases.
Alum Rock '

From 1972-73 through 1975-76, Alum Rock's designated "alternative"

programs were those participatiﬁg in the federally funded voucher

e e
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demonstration. In 1976-77 and 1977-78, the district chose to deempha-

size the differences between voucher and nonvoucher schools by allow-

'l

Lry

ing all schools to decide whether they wanted to offer one, two, or
three educational programs, and by calling all schools alternatives.

Rand considered alternative programs as those that were organized

"as schools-within-schools. Although therdistriot's open enrollment

policy made it possible for students to apply to any school or program
in the' district, most of the single-program scgoois‘seiVed mainly as
neighborhood schools, and few attempted to develop distinctive programr
themes. Moreoever, only 25 percent of the teachers in the single-
program schools said "Yes" when asked if they were teaching in an al—

ternative program. Thus, the single-program schools clearly met only

.three of our six criféria.

Cincinnati - ;

Cincinnati operates several Reading Centers, which are full-time
programs for students with serlous reading problems. Cincinnati de-
> signated these progra;s as alternatives in 1975-76 and.1976~77, .hen
withdrew this designation in 1977-78. We concur with Qtpcinnati's
later decision, because admission to the programs is primarily by re-
ferral and is restricted to students with specific reading problems.
This policy’'is contrary to our ctiteria that program admissions should
be primarily by choice and tlat pgograms should have broad eligibility

-

requirements.

LA

Mxnneapolls ’
In 1973, ‘Minneapol1sfdeclared its intention to 1m31ement a city-
wide program for educational choices at grades K 'h 6, and . by
,+976-77 all schools in Minneapolis did have a progcam designatbon o
However, we questioned whether all schools were actually functioning
as alternatives. Many of the 'contemporary" schools apparently served
only as neighborhood schools (enrollment to default), and several of
the sohools labeled as "contemporary" apparently did not perceive them-

selves to be alternatives. We considered as. alternatives only those
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contemporary schools that were actually clustered with other types of

schools and whose staffs perceived the school as alternative.

v —y -
v . ¥ ——

»

" DATA COLLECTION

Two Rand researchers spent at least two wéeks in each district,
and interviewed board members, district administrators, principals,
teachers, parents, newspaper reporters, and knowledgeable community
membefs. In ad”ition, we conducted a questionnaire survey of teachers
in three of the four districts (Cincinnati agreed to our fieldwork but
did not want to impose a major survey on its teachers). The following,
sections describe i; greateg7detail tﬁﬁvdata we collected in each dis-

trict.

Alum Rock
Rand's most extensive data collection was in Alum Rock. From
éepiémber 1972 through August 1976, Rand had a site office 4in San Jose,
California, with as many as four staff members whose job was to ob-
ser;e the implementation of the voucher demonstration. Extensive field
-~ and interview notes wéreméompleted and sent to Rand's main offices in
Santa Monica. Of particular relevance for this report is a set of N
structured interviews of 24 mini-schools that were conducted in the
spring of 1975. These interviews explored a variety of effects of
the demonstration on school and program-level decisionmaking.
In addition to on-site observation, dlestionnaire surveys of the
‘entire teacher pqpulation were administered in the fall of 1972 aad
in the spring of 1973, 1974, 1975, 1976, and 1977. A telephone sur-
"vey (25-percent sampling rate) was also conducted in the winter of
1974 to validate teachers' résponses to our paper-.id~pencil question-

- naires. A summary of the response rates for various surveys is shown

in Table A.1l.

Cinecinnati . ) . .
Rand ‘staff visited Cincinnati five times between February 1976
and March 1977. 1In that period, we interviewed all seveh board mem-

- bers, 19 district-level personnel,, two teacher association
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o . . Table A.1 '
SUMMARY OF'RESPQNSE RATES FOR‘ALUMAROCK TEACHZR SURVEYS )
- "Response e
Forms , Forms Rate
Survey Date Teacher Group Sent Returned 3]
Fall 1972 Vouq?er teachers 146 111 76
Nonvoucher teachers 493 292 59
All teachers 639 403 63
Spring 1973 Voucher teachers 158 116 73
Nonvoucher teachers 499 301 60
411 teachers 657 417 63 -
Winter 1974% Voucher teachers 84 84 100
Ngnvoucher teachers 71 67 94
All teachers 155 151 97
Spring 1974 Voucher teachers 154 116 75
: Nonvoucher teachers 4372 325 69
All teachers 626 441 70
Spring 1975 Voucher, teachers 364 324 89
Nonvoucher teachers 230 192 ) 84
. All teachers 594 516 87
Spfiﬁg\1226 Voucher teachers 234 295 88 )
" - ..._Nonvoucher<teachers 223 - . 186 83 ;
All teachers’ 557 481 R 86
Spring 1977 Voucher teééhersb 294 272 93
: Nonvoucher teachers 220 210 95
All teachers 514 T 482 94

“AThis was a teleﬁhone survey of a 25-percent sample of teachers.
bTeachers in former voucher schools.

c .
. Teachers in former nonvoucher schools. e

)

E
o
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representatives, and seven outside observers of the district. We
visited 11 alternative programs at 16 site., and interviewed the princi-
pal and usually one cr more teachers. We also interviewed féneparenqs J;///
who were.actively involved with alternative s3c.w00ls. . - )

Cincinnati <id not wish to be included in Rand's Spring 1977 G

- -

teacher survey, because the district felt it already had adequ¥t@ sur- .
vey data from its teachers.’ Rand used the results from several Cinc .~

nati teacher sdfveys, and some ‘of the data are preserted in this repért.
-Becadse the, data are nof the same as Rand's teacher survey data from

Eugene, Minneapolis, and Alum Rock, our ability to make'compariéons

that included Cincinnati teachers was substantially reduced.

Eugene

Rand staff visited ¥ +ue four times between January 1976 and
February 1977. We interviewed three board members, 20 distr;ct-l%yel
personnel{ a teacher union representative, and two interestedl Gbgérvers .
of the di;trict. We also visited each of the seveﬁ elementaxz/alterna-
tive school sites, plus principals or teachers at 13 other schogls ip .
the district. ) ///

Rand surveyed all the full-time teachers in 15 of the district's
31 elementar§ schools. The sample included the seven elementary schools
that housed alternative programs, plus two nonalternative schools in each
of the district's four‘administrative areas. All full-time teachers
were surveyed. ' ’

Ieachers at one school refused to participate in the survey. At
another school the response rate was less than 50 percent. Responsé
rates at the other 13 schools varied from 64 perceat to 100 percent,
with a 70-percent overall return rate (see Table A.7), ‘

The differential sampling rate for teachers ip s.ngle-program and
multiprogram schools (8/24 of the single-program schools and 6/7.0of -
the multiprogram school§ participated in the survey) made it necessaryA
to weight teachers' responses in calculating th2 opinions of tearhers

from both types of schools. The weights were calculated as follows:
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Table A.2

RESPONSE RATES FOR RAND'S SPRING 1977 TEACHER SURVEY IN EUGENE

- Respoénse
) Forms Rate
- Teacher Group Forms Sent Returned %)
_Alternative teachers: s
Adams (Traditional) 4 3 75
Condon (Magnet Arts) . 6 6 100
Edgewood (Evergreen) 3 - -
Edison (Eastside) 5 4 80 .
Patterson (Primary) .5 5 100 - .
River Road (Environmental) 2 2 100
Silver Lea (Corridor) 5 4 80
- , Subtotal 30 24 80
Nonalternative teachers in
multiprogram schools:
Adams 14 10 71
Condon 8 7 88
Edgewood 19 ~- -
Edison 11 8 73 )
Patterson 7 .5 71
River Road 25 19 76
Silver Lea . 14 N 9 64
Subtotal - 98 58 59
R Nonalternative teachers in L
single~program schools: -
Awbrey Park 30 22 73 ;
Coburg 10 . 9 90
Crest Drive 13 7 65
Dunn 14 __ 14 100
Lincoln 11 3 27
Santa Clara 22 . 18 82
Westmoreland 22 18 82
Willakenzie . 13 10 77
Subtotal 135 101 75
Grand Total 263 183 70 |
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;4

- n, = number of questionnaires returned by teachers in single-
program :schools (nl = 101) |
n, = number of questionnaires returned by teachers in multi-
program schools (n2 = 82)

wy = weight for single-program schools

W, = weight for multiprogram schools

Y1 _24/8 _ 2.57 , ‘

Wy 716

W X ng 4 Wy X né =n; + 52 = 183 .l
- w = 1.377 | '

Wy = 0.536

Thus, teachers 4n single-program schools:are_éiven almost three times
as much weight as teachers in multiprogram schools because proportion-

ately fewer single-program schools were included in the survey.

m;__MinneéQolié
Rand staff visiteq~Minneapolis for a week in November 1976 and

another week in March 1977. We interviewed one board member, 14
district-level personnel, and staff at 12 schools.

. Rand surveyed all full-time teachers in 22 of the district's 60 ’ R
element: -y schools. The schools included four of the district's nine 7
contemporatry séhools, five of seven multiprogram schools, six of
eleven continuous progress schools, five of six open schools, and two
of 27 nonparticipating schools.2

Teachers at four schools declined to participate in the survey. -
At two other schools, the response rate was less than 50 percent.
Response rates at the other 16 schools varied from 53 percent to 100

percent, with a 7l-percent overall response rate (see Table A.3).

= 2The initial sampling design did not differentiate between con- :
temporary and nonparticipating schools but drew primarily from the =
contemporary group, with the result that the nonparticipating schools -
are seriously underrepresented in the sample.

18




Table A.3

RESPONSE RATES FOR RAND'S SPRING 1977 TEACHER SURVEY IN MINNEAPCLIS

. Response
School _ Forms Forms Rate
Type of School - Name’ Sent Returned (%)
Contemporary Andersen A 22 14 64 .
Hall - 8 3 38
. Kenwood 19 - 12 63
- Tuttle 14 14 100 :

Subtoétal ‘ 63 43 68
Continuous progress Andersen B 22 18 82
Field 26 21 81
Hale 28 28 100
Pratt 12 9 ~75
Subtotal 88 - 76 86

Open Andersen C 16 15 94 )

_ Harrison 19 10 53 .
- * Holland < 14 14 ~ 100
P R N Marcy - 13 10 77

C Northrop 14 10 71 .
Subtotal 76 59 78
Multiprogram Bancroft 25. 16 64
) Standish 16 .10 62 -

' s  Willard 21 12 57
Subtotal 62 38 61
Nonparticipating Armitage 16 9 56
. i - Lincoln - 23 9 39
Subtotal 39 18 46
Grand Total 328 234 71
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The differential sampling rates for contemporary, continuous pro-

gress, open, and multiprogram schools made it necessary to weight

teabhers'vreSponses in calculating the opinions of teachers from all

types of schools. The weights'were calculated as follows:

£] 8 =€}l £ £ £ =
La h!lh‘ O N

w

©

number of questionnaires returned by teachersnin contemporary
schools (nl = 43)

number of questionnaires returned by teachers in conq}nuous
progress school§ (n2 = 76) l

number of questionnaires returned by teachers in open schoois
(n3 = 59) -

number of questionnaires returned by teachers in multiprogram
schools (n4 = 38)

weight for contemporary schools .
weight for continuous progress schools

weight for open schools

welight for multiprogram schools

=34

=7 = 0.818
9/4 _ . : .
27 = 1.875 #
94
S5 = 0.964

i

n +w2xn +w Xn3+w4xn4=nl+n2+n3+n4=216

1.278
0.557

1.084

147
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Thus, teachers in continuous progress schools are given the
greatest weight because proportionately fewer of their schools were
included in the survey, while teachers in open schools are given the
least weight because proportionately more of thelr schools were in-

cluded in the survey.
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